DOCUMENT SESIBIE 



ED 273 014 



EA OIB 74B 



AUTHOR 
TITLE 

INSTITUTION 



SPONS AGENCY 

PUB DATE 

GRANT 

NOTE 

PUB TTPE 

EDRS PRICE 
DESCRIPTORS 



IDENTIFIERS 



McMaster, Donald; Sinkin, Judy G, 

Money and Education: A Guide to Illinois School 

Finance, 

American Federation of Teachers, Washington, D.C.; 

EdfAcational Testing Service, Princeton, N.J. 

Education Policy Research Institute. 

National Inst, of Education (DKEW), Washington, 

D.C. 

Sep 79 

NIE-G-76-0062 
98p« 

Reports - Descriptive (141) 
MF01/PC04 Plus Postage. 

^Educational Equity (Finance); *Educational Finance; 
Elementary Secondary Education; *Equalization Aid; 
Fiscal Capacity; Foundation Programs; *School Taxes; 
*State Aid; *Taz Allocation; Tax Effort 
^Illinois 



ABSTRACT 

Illinois* education finance plan is described in the 
first of this report's two chapters, and the second chapter considers 
the finance plan's equity. Chapter 1 covers the state's Resource 
Equalizer Aid Program and the tax revenue it guarantees districts; 
the calculation of maximum tax guarantees and local shares; the 
apportionment of state aid; the proration of and ceilings on state 
aid; general purpose revenues; and categorical program aid. Exercises 
are provided to test the reader's grasp of the concepts and formulas 
presented. Chapter 2 discusses equity in the distribution of 
resources, equity in the raising of resources, disparities in 
district wealth, and variations among districts in local tax effort 
and level of expenditure. Tables provide data relevant to the aspects 
of school finance under consideration. Appendixes describe the 
calculation of attendance for tax allocation purposes; the Illinois 
Minimum Foundation Program used prior to enactment of the Resource 
Equalizer Aid Program in 1973; the -equalizer aid program's provisions 
for growing districts; and an explanation of the sampling procedure 
used to generate representative data used in the text. A 
bibliography, a glossary, and answers to the exercises are also 
provided. (PGD) 
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PREFACE 



This piiblicatian is the result of a National Institute of Education 
grant to the American FecJeration of Teachers v*x> worked in cooperation 
with the Educational Policy Research Institute of the Education Itesting 
Service., 

A "Guide to Illinois School Finance" is one of a series of handbooks 
prq?ared for use at workshops designed to assist teachers^ administrators ^ 
legislators and other interested parties in uxxJerstanding and dealing 
with the intricacies of school finance equalization plans in their states. 
In the past these issues have been debated in relative isolation by a 
handful of e3q)erts. 

States were selected for analysis either because they are currently 
undergoing significant changes in their ed\x::ation finance systenis or 
becaixse current within state disparities suggest that nev finance 
legislation nay soon be considered. Wbriishops have been conducted in 
California, Florida, Illinois, Michigan, Ohio, New York, Pennsylvania, 
Rhode Island and Texas and work will continue in two additional states 
this yeat. 

It is our hope that through the dissemination of thsse handbooks, to a 
wider audience of informed individuals, many more people will be able to 
effectively take part in the debates and decisions affecting ths financing 
of our nation's schools. 



David R. Mandel 
Acting Assistant Director 
Educational Finance 
Progran 
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CHAPTER I 



STATE SUPPORT FOR ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION 

The revenue available to an Illinois school district for education- 
al purposes is a combination of revenue raised locally, revenue provided 
by the state and federal revenue. Over the past ten years, the state 
has assumed an increasing share of the cost of public education. State 
support has increased from $368 million in 1966-67 to $2 billion during 
1976-77. in 1966-67 state support accounted for only 25 percent of the 
revenue available to school districts, while in 1976-77 state support 
accounted for 47 percent of the school district revenues. Although the 
total locally raised revenue available for education has almost doubled 
in the last ten years (from $1 billion in 1966-67 to $1.9 billion during 

1976-77), the local share accounts for a declining percentage of the 

< 

total revenue available for education, from 69 percent in 1966-67 to 
45 percent during 1976-77. 

State aid is provided in two basic forms in Illinois: general pur- 
pose aid and categorical aid. General purpose aid is provided through 
the Common School Fund and accounts for the majority of state aid to 
school districts, 63 percent in 1976-77. Categorical aid is used for 
funding special programs and services and accounted for 27 percent of 
state aid to school districts. 

General purpose aid from the Common School Fund is distributed to 
school districts through one of two state aid programs: Minimum Founda- 
tion Program (Strayer-Haig) or Resource Equalizer Aid Program. Prior 
to 1973, the Minimum Foundation Program was the only basis for the 
distribution of state aid to school districts. It addresses dispari- 
ties in districts* ability to support the cost of education. Under 
the Minimum Foundation Program, the state determines a per pupil 
cost it will support and guarantees every school district will 
have at least this amount per pupil. To participate in the program, 
a school district is required to levy a state determined tax rate. 
State aid is the difference between the guaranteed per pupil cost and 
what a local district raises using the state set tax rate. 

. ... - ... : . \ -. ., . . . ' ■ . .... ... • 
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A second program for distributing state aid to school districts was 
enacted In 1973 by the Illinois legislature. This program, the Resource 
Equalizer Aid Program, draws upon an equalization formula known as a 
Guaranteed Tax Baso.^ While the Minimum Foundation Program emphasizes a 
state-determined tax rate and a district's local tax ha6e\ the Guaranteed 
Tax Base assures that every district in the state can act as though it has 
a tax base similar to a predetermined state set level. Under a guaranteed 
tax base program a school district chooses its tax rate for education. 
This tax rate is applied to the guaranteed tax base and the actual tax 
base for the district. State aid is the difference between what would be 
raised from the guaranteed tax base and what can actually be raised from 
the local tax base. 

Since 1973, school districts have been able to choose which program 
wili be the basis of their state aid allocation. During 1976-77, 84 per- 
cent of Illinois school districts chose to receive aid under the Resource 
Equalizer Aid Program. This accounted for 99 percent of the state general 
purpose aid. The remaining 16 percent of the districts chose the Minlmimi 
Foundation Program and received 1 percent of the aid. The reason for this 
is that the majority of districts can obtain more state aid under the 
Resource Equalizer Program than under the Minimum Foundation Program. 

This chapter describss Illinois' education finance plan. The first 
part of this chapter outlines the major features of the dominant state 
aid distribution program, the Resource Equalizer Aid Program, incluaing 
the step-by-step calculation of a district's state aid allocation. To 
assist you in understanding Illinois' state aid formula, exercises appear 
throughout the chapter. You shotild coii5)lete each set of exercises before 
proceeding to new meterial. A coii?)lete description of Illinois' Minimum 
Foundation Program can be found in Appendix B. A glossary is located at 
the end of this manual to aid you in understanding school finance terms. 



"for an overview of a Guaranteed Tax Base Plan see Chapter 2 of Vlnin 
Talk About School Finance , Margaret Goertz, Jay Moskowitz and Judy Sinkin, 
Washington, D.C.: Education Policy Research Institute (EPRI) of the Educa- 
tional Testing Service, 1977. 
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Resource Eciuallzer Aid Program 

Under Illinois* Resource Equalizer Aid Program, every school district 
is guaranteed access to a state-set per pupil tax base known as the Guaran- 
teed Tax Base. This tax base, in combination with the district tax rate, 
determines each district's Guaranteed Revenue per pupil. Local School 
districts must contribute to the state Guaranteed Revenue. The Local 
Share is determined by levying a district chosen tax rate on the district 
tax base per pupil. State Aid per pupil is the difference between the 
Guaranteed Revenue per pupil and the Local Share. 

State Aid Guaranteed Revenue ^ Local Share 

Per Pupil " Per Pupil " Per Pupil 

Guaranteed Revenue 

Illinois* Resource Equalizer Aid Program assures every school district 
that it can act as if it has the state Guaranteed Tax Base per pupil. This 
Guaranteed Tax Base, multiplied by the district's tax rate, determines the 
Guaranteed Revenue per pupil for each district. 

District Guaranteed Guaranteed Tax District 

s X 

Revenue Per Pupil Base Per Pupil Tax Rate 

Guaranteed Tax Base . The Guaranteed Tax Base is different for each 
type of Illinois school district: (1) Elementary, (2) High School and 
(3) Unit. Table 1 displays the per pupil Guaranteed Tax Base for each 
type of district. 

TABLE 1 

GUARANTEED TAX BASES FOR 1976-77 



District Type 



Guaranteed Tax Base Per Pupil 



EKLC 



(1) Elementary 

(2) High School 

(3) Unit 



$ 66,300 
122,000 
43,500 
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Distrlct Tax Rate > To determine the Guaranteed Revenue for a district 
you need to know the district tax rate. Under the Resource Equalizer Aid 
formula^ each district chooses the tax It will levy to support education* 
This tax rate, known as the district operating tax rate. Is multiplied by 
the Guaranteed Tax Base per pupil. Table 2 shows the calculation of the 
Guaranteed Revenue per pupil for three elementary districts with differing 
tax rates. The tax rate Is expressed as a percentage of the tax base. 
A district that levies a tax of one dollar on each $100 of property valua- 
tion levies a 1 percent tax. This Is expressed as a decimal value e.g. .01 
for calculating the district's Guaranteed Revenue. Districts choose their 
tax rate for education. A higher tax rate results In a higher per pupil 
guarantee. The Guaranteed Revenue for District A Is $66,300 x .005 or 
$331.50 per pupil whereas District C wlch a tax rate of .015 has a Guaran- 
teed Tax Base of $66,300 x ,015 or $994.50 per pupil* 

TABLE 2 

CALCULATION OF GUARANTEED REVENUE PER PUPIL 
(TPREE ELEMENTARY DISTRICTS) 







Guaranteed Tax 


District 


Guaranteed Revenue 


District* 


Base Per Pupil 


Tax Rate 


Per Pupil 


A 


$ 66,300 


.005 


$ 331.50 


B 


66,300 


.01 


663.00 


C 


66,300 


.015 


994.50 



In Illinois, a district's operating tax rate Is defined as "all taxes 
to support f uBids except bond and Interest, rent, transportation, special 
education Instruction, operations, building and maintenance, capital Improve- 
ment fund and vocation building fund." 
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Flgure 1 graphically displays the effect of a district's tax effort 
on its Guaranteed Revenue per pupil for over three elementary districts 
in Table 2. 

FIGURE 1 

EFFECT OF TAX EFFORT ON GUARANTEED REVENUE 
(THREE ELEMENTARY DISTRICTS) 



$994.50 



$663.00 



$331.50 



DISTRICT A 
.005 



DISTRICT B 
.010 



DISTRICT C 
.015 



Note in Figure 1: 

, Each district has the Guaranteed Tax Base for an Elementary District 
of $66,300 per pupil. The district's tax rate is displayed at the 
bottom of each bar. 

. A district's Guaranteed Revenue is the Guaranteed Tax Base multiplied 
by the district tax rate. Guaranteed Revenue is displayed at the top 
of each bar. 

, Districts with a higher tax rate have a higher Guaranteed Revenue, 

12 
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Thus far you have seen how differing tax rates affect the Guaranteed 
Revenue per pupil. The level of the Guaranteed Tax Base also affects the 
Guaranteed Revenue • Remember, there is a different Guaranteed Tax Base 
for each type of Illinois school district: (1) Elementary, (2) High School, 
and (3) Unit. Table 3 shows the Guaranteed Revenue for a district of each 
type. In this Table we have assumed that each district levies the same tax 
rate, a tax of 1 percent or .01. 



TABLE 3 

CALCULATION OF GUARANTEED REVENUE PER PUPIL 
(THREE DISTRICT TYPES) 



District Type 


Guaranteed Tax 
Base Per Pupil 


District 
Tax Rate 


Guaranteed Revenue 
Per Pupil 


Elementary 


$ 66,300 


.01 


$ 663.00 


High School 


120,000 


.01 


1,200.00 


Unit 


43,500 


.01 


435.00 



Note in Table 3: 

. The Guaranteed Tax Base is different for each type of Illinois 
school district. 



. Each district levies the same tax rate of .01. However, a unit 
district has the lowest Guaranteed Revenue, $435 per pupil, and 
a high school district has the highest Guaranteed Revenue per 
pupil, $1,200. 



Exercises on Guaranteed Revenue 



District Guaranteed ^ Guaranteed Tax District 
Revenue Per Pupil Base Per Pupil ^ Tax Rate 

1. A district which levies a tax of 3 dollars per hundred dollars has a 
3 percent tax rate. Express this tax as a decimal value. 

a. .003 

b. .3 

c. .03 

d. 3.00 13 

EKLC 



What is the Guaranteed Revenue per pupil for an elementary district 
which levies a 1.4 percent tax rate? 

a. $9,282 

b. $928.20 

c. $92.82 

d. $1,260 

A unit district has a tax rate of .025. What is its Guaranteed Revenue 
per pupil? 

a. $2,983.50 

b. $1,132.50 

c. $1,260 

d. $1,087.50 

A high school district with a tax rate of .0095 is guaranteed what 
amount of revenue per pupil? 

a. $413.25 

b. $629.85 

c. $1,140 

d. $1,260 

A high school district levies a .0075 tax rate. What is this district's 
Guaranteed Revenue per pupil? 

a. $497.25 

b. $326.25 

c. $90 

d. $900 

A unit district levies a 2.5 percent tax rate. What is its Guaranteed 
Revenue per pupil? 

a. $1,657.50 

b. $3,000 

c. $1,087.50 

d. $108.75 



14 



^8- 



Maximum Guarantee 

Under the Resource Equalizer Aid Program, there are limits on the tax 
rates districts can use to determine the Guaranteed Revenue per pupil. This 
tax rate limit is different for each type of school district. Table 4 shows 
these maximum tax rates and the calculating of the maximum Guaranteed Revenue 
for each type of district. 



TABLE 4 

MAXIMUM TAX RATES AND GUARANTEED REVENUE PER PUPIL 



Type of District 


Guaranteed Tax 
Base Per Pupil 


Maximum 
District 
Tax Rate 


Maximum Guaranteed 
Revenue Per Pupil 


Elementary 


$ 66,300 


.0190 


$ 1,260 


High School 


120,000 


.0105 


1,260 


Unit 


43,500 


.0290 


1,260 



A district may levy more than the maximum tax rate. However, to cal- 
culate its Guaranteed Revenue per pupil a district cannot use a tax rate 
greater than those displayed above. Thus, if an elementary district levies 
a tax rate of .03, it will still use .019 to calculate its Guaranteed 
Revenue. It will have a guarantee of $1,260 per pupil. The Guaranteed 
Revenue of any district with a ta^ rate above the maximum tax rate is 
$1,260 per pupil. 

Exercises on Maximum Guarantee 



District Guaranteed 
Revenue Per Pupil 



Guaranteed Tax 
Base Per Pupil 



District Tax Rate 

(Not to exceed Maximum) 



t^^'^rZ^^^'^ltl lllll^ ' P--" - What is Its 

I 

a. $129.28 

b. $1,260 

c. $1,292.85 

d. $848.25 

15 
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8. A high school district levies a tax of .02. What is this district's 
Guaranteed Revenue per pupil? 

a. $1,260 

b. $2,400 

c. $696.15 

d. $1,800 

9. A unit district with a 3.5 percent tax has what Guaranteed Revenue per 
pupil? 

a. $2,320.50 

b. $152.25 

c. $1,522.50 

d. $1,260 

10. An elementary district has a tax rate above the maximum tax rate for 

determining its Guaranteed Revenue. What is this district's Guaranteed 
Revenue per pupil? 

a. $826.50 

b. $1,259.70 

c. $1,260 

d. Not enough information 



ERIC 
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Local Share 

You have just learned how to calculate a district's Guaranteed Revenue 
per pupil. Kemember State Aid is the difference between the district's 
Guaranteed Revenue and the Local Share. The Local Share is the amount a 
local school district is required to contribute to the Guaranteed Revenue. 
It is determined by multiplying the district's tax base per pupil by its 
tax rate. Thus, 

Local Share ^ District Tax District 
Per Pupil " Base Per Pupil ^ Tax Rate 

District Tax Base , In Illinois, a district's tax base for school pur- 
poses is its equalized assessed property valuation. Equalized property 
vr.luation is an attempt to arrive at a variation for each district which 
is comparable across districts.^ The valuation per pupil is found by 
dividing the total equalized property valuation of the district by the 
number of pupils. For example, a district with a valuation of $1,000,000 
and 100 pupils has a per pupil valuation of $1,000,000 divided by 100 or 
$10,000 per pupil. 

For the purposes of determining a district's per pupil property 
valuatio*n, the Resource Equalizer Aid Program uses a pupil count known as 
TWADA. This is Title I Weighted Average Daily Attendance , Title I 
Weighted Average Daily Attendance (TWADA) accounts for differences in the 
cost of educating pupils in different grade levels as well as for differ- 
ences in the number and concentration of pupils eligible for federal aid 
under Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. 

Differences in grade level pupil costs are reflected in a pupil 
copnt known as Weighted Average Daily Attendance (WADA). This pupil 
count is based on Average Daily Attendance (ADA) which is the average 
number of days pupils attend school (for a full explanation of the 
calculation of ADA see Appendix A) . WADA only provides an additional 
weight for high school students (grades 9-12). These students 
receive a weight of 1.25 on the assumption that they cost more to edu- 
cate. Thus, a district with 300 high school ADA has 300 x 1.25 or 
375 weighted high school ADA or WADA. Pre-kindergarten handicapped. 



taxable property is assessed at 33 1/3 percent of Its fair market 
value. Equalized assessed valuation represents an adjustment to the 
average level of assessments among districts. 

17 
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klndergarten and elementary ADA have a weight of 1.00. Table 5 shows 
the weights used for different educational programs and the calcula-^ 
tion of Weighted Average Daily Attendance (WADA) for a hypothet:'xal 
school district. 



TABLE 5 

CALCULATION OF WEIGHTED AVERAGE DAILY ATTENDANCE (WADA) 



Educational Program 


Program Weight 


Number of ADA 


WADA 


Pre-Klndergarten Handicapped 


1.00 


25 


25 


Kindergarten 


1.00 


100 


100 


Elementary (Grades 1-8) 


1.00 


500 


500 


High School (Grades 9-12) 


1.25 


300 


375 


TOTAL DISTRICT WADA 




925 


1,000 



Note in Table 5: 



. The Weighted Average Daily Attendance (WADA) for a program cate- 
gory is found by multiplying the number of Average Dally Atten- 
dance (ADA) in the program by the associated weighting. 

. The first three educational programs (pre-K handicapped, kinder- 
garten and elementary) use a weight of 1.00. Therefore, WADA 
for each of these programs is the same as ADA. 

. High school ADA are weighted 1.25. There are mora high school 
WADA than ADA due to the 1.25 weighting. 

. The total Weighted Average Daily Attendance of the school dis- 
trict is the sum of WADA in each educational program in the 
district. 

Weighted Average Dally Attendance (WADA) accounts for differing 
costs associated with different grade levels. The pupil count used 
in the Resource Equalizer Aid Program also accounts for greater costs 
associated with educating disadvantaged students. Disadvantaged stu- 
dents are defined as the Title I ellgibles under the Elementary and 
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Secondary Education Act of 1974. Title I Weighted Average Daily Atten- 
dance (TWADA) adjusts a district's WADA to account for the number and 
concentration of Title I eligibles in a district. To determine TWADA, 
the number of Title I eligibles in the district is multiplied by a 
Title I weighting; this amount is then added to the district's WADA. 
Thus, suppose a district has 100 Title I eligibles and ^ Title I 
weighting of .50. This district then has .50 x 100 or 50 weighted 
Title I eligibles. If this district has 2,000 WADA, it then has 
2,000 + 50 or 2,050 TWADA. 

The Title I weighting is determined separately for each district 
and varies according to the percentage of Title I eligibles in the 
district relative to the statewide average percentage (17.64 
percent for 1976-77). Districts with the state average have 
a Title I weighting of .375. Districts with a lower peicentage 
of Title I eligibles use a weighting that is smaller than .375; dis- 
tricts with a percentage of Title I eligibles higher than the state 
percentage use a higher weighting. However, no district can use a 
Title I weighting greater than .75. Those districts that would other- 
wise have a higher weigjiting use .75. The determination of a dis- 
trict's Title I weighting requires several steps. As an exan^le, we 
will use a district with 1,000 WADA and 100 Title I eligibles: 

Step 1: Determine the percentage of Title I eligibles by divid- 
ing the Title I eligibles in the district by the dis- 
trict's Weighted Average Daily Attendance (WADA).^ 

100/1,000 « .10 

Step 2r Compare the district percentage of Title I eligibles 
to the statewide average percentage by dividing the 
percentage of Title I eli{;ibles in the district by 
the statewide average percent of Title I, .1764. 

.10/. 1764 • .57 (rounded) 

Step 3: Determine the Title I weighting for the. school district 
by multiplying the amount obtained in Step 2 by the 
weighting used for the state average number of Title I 
eligibles, .375. 

.57 X .375 - .21 (rounded) 



18 definition of Title I eligibles may be found ^ia the Glossary. 



-13- 



Step A: Determine the weighted Title I eligibles of the district 
by multiplying the district's Title I eligibles, 100, 
by its Title I weighting, .21 for our example district. 

100 X .21 = 21 

Step 5: TWADA is calculated by adding the districts WADA, 

1,000, and it's weighted Title I eligibles, 21. Thus, 

1,000 + 21 = 1,021 

Once the district's TWADA has been determined the property valu- 
ation per pupil can be calculated. The property valuation per pupil 
is the total equalized valuation divided by TWADA. Thus if our 
example district has a total valuation of $20,420,000 its valuation 
per TWADA is $20,420,000 divided by 1,021 or $20,000 . per pupil. 

Exercises on District Tax Base 

District Tax Base Total Property / District 

Per Pupil Valuation TWADA 

Calculatl£n_of_Ddstrlxt_TWADA 

Step 1 Title I Eligibles / WADA 

Step 2 Step 1 / .1764. 

Step 3 Step 2 x .57 

Step 4 Step 3 x Title I Eligibles 

Step 5 TWADA - WADA + Step 3. 



20 



-14- 



Exprclses on Dlsttjct Tax Base (Continued) 

11. A unit district has 400 kindergarten ADA, 5,000 grades 1-8 ADA and 
2,500 high school ADA. What is the total Weighted Average Dally 
Attendance (WADA) for this district? 

a. 7.-900 

b. 6,025 

c. 9,150 

d. 8,525 

12. A district with 500 TWADA has a property valuation of $10,000,000. 
What is this district's property valuation per TWADA? 

a. $2,000 

b. $200 

c. $20,000 

d. $10,000 

A district has 15,000 WADA and 2,400 Title I eligibles. Given this information, 
answer question 13 through 17 below. 

13. What percentage of the districts WADA are Title I eligibles? 

a. .176.'> 

b. 6.25 

c. 0.16 

d. 0.375 

14. What is the Title I weighting for this district? 

a. .90 

b. .34 

c. .75 

d. .375 

15. What is the weighted Title I for this district? 

a. 2,176 

b. 3,216 

c. 816 

d. 2,400 

16. What is this district's TWADA? 

a. 1,500 

b. 17,400 

c. 15,816 

d. 17,176 

Assume this district has a property valuation of $350,000,000. What 
Is its property valuation per TWADA? 

a. $35,000 

b. $22,129 

c. $23,333 

d. $2,212.90 ^J- 
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Calculation of Local Share , Once you know the district's property 
valuation per pupil you can determine the Local Share. To obtain the 
Local Share the district's property valiJiation per pupil is multiplied 
by the district tax rate. The same tax rate used to calculate the dis- 
trict's Guaranteed Revenue is used to calculate the Local Share. In 
addition, the same tax rate limits apply . An elementary district cannot 
use more than a .0190 tax rate in determining the Local Share, a high 
school district cannot use more than a .0105 tax rate; and a unit district 
has a maximum tax rate of .0290. 

Districts with high property valuations per pupil have a higher Local 
Share than districts with low property values. For example, Table 6 shows 
the Local Share for three school districts with the same tax rate but 
different property valuations. District A with a valuation of $20,000 
per pupil is required to contribute $200, whereas District C with a 
'valuation of $60,000 must contribute $600 per pupil. 



TABLE 6 

CALCULATION OF LOCAL SHARE: EFFECT OF PROPERTY WEALTH 







Property Valuation 
Per Pupil 


District 
Tax BAtB 


Local Share 
Per Pupil 


District 


A 


$ 20,000 


.01 


$ 200 


District 


B 


40,000 


.01 


400 


District 


C 


60,000 


.01 


600 



Figure 2 shows the effect of property wealth on the Local Share for 
our three districts in Table 6. 
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FIGURE 2 
LOCAL SHARE: EFFECT OF WEALTH 



$600 



$400 



$200 



DISTRICT A 
$20,000 



DISTRICT B 
$40,000 



DISTRICT C 
$60,000 
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Note In Figure 2: 



The district property valuation Is displayed at the bottom of 
each bar. 

The Local Share Is displayed at the top of each bar. It Is the 
amount obtained by multiplying property valuation per pupil by 
the district tax rate, .01 for all three districts. 

The Local Share Is higher for districts with a high property 
valuation per pupil. 
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Districts that levy a higher tax rate also have a higher Local 
Share than districts with low tax rates. Table 7 shows the effect 
of differing tax rates on the Local Share for three elementary districts. 
The three districts have the same property valuation per pupil, $40,000, 
but levy different tax rates. District A with a tax rate of ,005 is 
required to contribute $200, whereas District C which levies a tax rate 
of ,01 has a Local Share of $600 per pupil. Remember if a district has 
a tax rate greater than the maximum tax rate it will use the maximum tax 
rate to calculate its Local Share, 



TABLE 7 

CALCULATION OF LOCAL SHARE; EFFECT OF TAX EFFORT 
(THREE ELEMENTARY DISTRICTS) 



Property Valuation District Local Share 

Per Pupil Tax Rate Per Pupil 



District A $40,000 ,005 $200 

District B 40,000 ,010 400 

District C 40,000 .015 600 



Figure 3 shows the effect of different tax rates on the Local Share 
for over three districts in Table 7. 
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FIGURE 3 

LOCAL SHARE: EFFECT OF TAX EFFORT 
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Note 1q Figure 3: 

. The district tax rate is displayed at the bottom of each bar; 
all three districts have the sane property valuation per pupil, 
$40,000. 

• Districts with a higher tax rate have a higher Local Share. 
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Exerclses on Local Share 

Local Share ^ Property Valuation ^ District Tax Rate 

Per Pupil ~ Per Pupil (Not to exceed maximum) 

18. An elementary school district levies a tax of 1.60 percent. It has a 
property valuation of $30,000 per pupil. What is the Local Share per 
pupil for this district? 

a. $1,060.80 

b. $480 

c. $570 

d. $1,260 

19. What is the Local Share per pupil for a high school district with a 
total property valuation of $20,000,000; 1,000 TWADA and a .02 tax rate? 

a. $210 

b. $400 

c. $1,260 

d. $2,400 

20. What is the Local Share per pupil of a unit district with 1,250 TWADA, 
a total pioperty valuation of $18,750,000 and a .025 tax rate? 

a. $375 

b. $37.50 

c. $3,750 

d. $300 

21. A unit district has 2,000 WADA, 100 weighted Title I eligibles, a total 
property valuation of $42,000,000 and levies a .025 tax rate. What is 
this district's Local Share? 

a. $580 

b. $1,087 

c. $500 

d. $525 



22. A high school district has 1,500 WADA, 500 wAlgJited Title I eligibles, 
a total property valuation of $46,000,000 and levies a tax of 1.25 
percent. What Is this district's Local Share? 

a. $1,260 

b. $321.99 

c. $287.50 

d. $241.50 
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Alternatlve Calculation of Local Share 

Under the Resource Equalizer Aid Program, a district can use an alterna- 
tive calculation of TWADA to determine its per pupil property valuation and 
to calculate the Local Share. The alternative is determined by averaging 
WADA for the three prior years and then adding the weighted Title I eligibles 
for the current yesr to the averaged WADA. A district uses whichever cal- 
culation results in the larger pupil count: (1) its current year's TWADA or 
(2) the average of its three prior year's WADA plus the current year's 
weighted Title I eligibles. The alternative pupil count aids districts that 
have fewer students during the current year than in previous years. 

Table 8 shows the application of these alternative methods to the 
calculation of TWADA for two hypothetical school districts. 

TABLE 8 
CALCULATION OF BEST TWADA 



District A District B 



Method 1 




Current Year 


1976-77 Weighted Title I 


50 


50 


1976-77 WADA 


950 


950 


TWADA (Current Year Method) 


1,000 


1,000 


Method 2 




Alternative 


1975-76 WADA 


950 


1,250 


1974-75 WADA 


940 


1,150 


1973-74 WADA 


900 


1,200 


3 Year Average 


930 


1,200 


1976-77 Weighted Title I 


50 


50 


TWADA (Averaging Method) 


980 


1,250 



Note in Table 8: 

. During the current year, 1976-77, each school district has the same 
number of WADA (950) and the same weighted Title I, 50. Thus, each 
district has 1,000 TWADA. 

. During the three ptior school years. District A had cn the average 
930 WADA; District B 1,200 WADA. Adding the current year's weighted 
Title I to these averages. District A would have 980 TWADA and D^«- 
trict B, 1,250 TWADA. 
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A dlstrtct can choose the calculation of TWADA which results in 
the largest number of pupils. District A would use the current year's 
TWADA since it has 1,000 pupils under the current year method and 980 
pupils under the alternative method. District B would use the alter- 
native method since It obtains the largest number of pupils under this 

raethodi 1,250 as opposed to 1,000 TWADA. 

A district chooses the method of calculating TWADA that results in 
the higher number of pupils. A larger number of TWAPA will reduce the 
Local Share. For example, assume District B has a total property valu- 
ation of $10,000,000 and a tax rate of .01. Table 9 shows the calcu- 
lation of Its Local Share using the TWADA obtained by each method. 
This district has a lower property valuation per pupil using the pupil 
count from the alternative method ($10,000,000 divided by $1,250) or 
$8,D00 per pupil. Using the current ye«*- TWADA, this district has 
$10,000 per pupil. Thus, District B has a lower Local Share using the 
alternative pupil count, $80 usin^ the alternative calculation in com- 
parison to $100 using the current year TWADA. District B is an exaii5)le 
of a district with a declining number of pupils that benefits from the 
alternative calculation of TWADA*^ 



TABLE 9 

ALTERNATIVE CALCULATIONS OF LOCAL SHARE 
DISTRICT B 



TWADA 



Property 
Valuation 
Per TWADA 



Tax Rate 



Local Share 
Per TWADA 



Current Year 1,000 $10,000 

Averaging Method 1,250 8,000 



.01 
.01 



$100 
80 



^nder the Resource Equalizer Aid Program there is also a provision to 
aid districts with Increasing enrollments, called the Growth District En- 
titlement. Most districts are experiencing declining enrollments and are 
not eligible for Growth District Entitlement. However, this provision is 
explained in Appendix C. 
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Exerclses on Alternative Calculation of Local Share 



ERIC 



Local Share 
Per TWADA 



Property Valuition 
Per Best TWAEA 



District 
Tax Rate 



TWADA 
(Averaging Method) 



(Sum of Three 
Prior Year WADA 
divided by 3) 



Current Year 
Weighted 

Title I Eligibles 



An elementary district with a total property valuation of $22,500,000 reports 
the information below. Using this information, answer questions 23 through 25, 



1976 
1976 
1975 
1974 
1973 



77 Weighted Title I eligibles 
77 WADA 
76 WADA 
75 WADA 
74 WADA 



24. 



100 
1,100 
1,300 
1,425 
1,475 



23. What is the best TWADA for this district? 



a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 



1,200 
1,100 
1,575 
1,500 



What is this district's property valuation per best TWADA? 

a. $15,000 

b. $18,750 

c. $20,455 

d. $14,286 

25. Assume this district levies a .0155 tax rtfte. What is the Local Share? 

a. $290.62 

b. $317.05 

c. $232.50 

d. $221.43 
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A high school district currently has 500 weighted Title I eligibles and 1,600 
WADA. During the three prior years it had an average of 1,500 WADA. The 
district's property valuation is $84,000,000 and it levies a .01025 tax rate. 
Using this information, answer qtiestions 26 through 29. 

26. What is the best TWADA for this district? 

a. 1,600 

b. 1,300 

c. 1,800 

d. 2,100 

27. What is its property valuation per TWADA? 

a. $40,000 

b. $42,000 

c. $56,000 

d. $52,500 

28. What is the Local Share per TWADA? 

a. $441 

b. $410 

c. $420 

d. $430.50 

29. What is its Local Share using the smaller TWADA count? 

a. $441 

b. $410 

c. $420 

d. $430.50 



\ 
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State Aid 

Now that you have seen how to determine the Local Share, you can deter- 
mine State Aid. Remember, 

State Aid ^ Guaranteed Revenue Local Share 

Per Pupil Per Pupil " Per Pupil 

You have seen that a district's Guaranteed Revenue per pupil is its 
Guaranteed Tax Base multipUed by the district tax rate. The Local Share 
is the district's property valuation per pupil multiplied by the district's 
tax rate. Thus, State Aid for an elementary district that levies a .015 
tax rate and has a property valuation of $40,000 per pupil is: 
State Aid 

Per Pupil " ($66,300 x .015) - ($40,000 x .015) 

$994.50 - $600 
$394.50 

One purpose of State Aid is to lessen the disparity in the ability of 
districts to raise revenue for education. The Resource Equalizer Aid 
Program emphasizes both the district's wealth and tax effort. You have 
already seen the Local Share increases as the property valuation per 
pupil increases. Table 10 shows the State Aid per pupil for the same 
three elementary districts shown in Table 6. Each district has a tax rate 
of .01 and therefore each district is guaranteed $663 per TWADA (.01 x 
$66,300). District A with a valuation of $20,000 per TWADA receives $463 
in State Aid whereas District C with a valuation of $60,000 receives only 
$63 per TWADA. 

TABLE 10 

CALCULATION OF STATE AID: LESSENING DISPARITIES IN PROPERTY WEALTH 

(THREE ELEMENTARY DISTRICTS) 



Property Guaranteed 

Valuation Revenue Local Shaie State Aid 

Per Pupil Per Pupil Per Pupil Per Pupil 



District A $20,000 $663 $200 $463 

District B 40,000 663 400 263 

District C 60,000 663 600 63 
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Figure 4 shows the Local Share and State Aid as components of the 
Guaranteed Revenue for the three districts in Table 10. 



Figure 4 

LOCAL SHARE AND STATE AID AS CMPONENTS OF GUARANTEED REVENUE: 
LESSENING DISPARITIES IN PROPERTY WEALTH 
(Three Elementary Districts) 



$'363 


$663 


$663 










$ 63 






$263 






$463 










t 


$400 




$60C 


$200 










DISTRICT A 


DISTRICT B 


DISTRICT C 


$20,000 


$40,000 


$60,000 



Note in Figure 4: 

- The property value per TWADA is listed at the bottom of each bar. 

- The Guaranteed Revenue is displayed at the top of each bar* 

- The Local Share is the marked area within each bar. 

- State Aid per TUADA is represented by tne white area within each 
bar. State Aid makes up the difference between the Guaranteed 
Revenue and Local Share. State Aid is a larger part of the 
Guaranteed Revenue of districts with lower property wealth. 
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In addition to a district's property valuation, a district's tax 
effort is an iinportant factor in the calculation of State Aid. You have 
already seen the Guaranteed Revenue and Local Share Increase as tax rates 
increase. Table 11 shows State Aid per pupil for our three elementary 
districts with different tax rates. District A, levying a tax of .005 
receives $131.50 of State Aid per pupil, whereaa District C, levying a 
tax of .015 receives $394.50 of State Aid per pupil. 



TABLE li 

CALCULATION OF STATE AID: BENEFITS OF GREATER TAX EFFORT 



Property Guaranteed 



Valuation Tax Revenue Local Share State Aid 

.>sr Pup-^,1 Rate Per Pupil Per Pupil Per Pupil 



District A 


$40,000 


.05 


$331.50 


$200 


$131.50 


District B 


40,000 


.01 


663.00 


400 


263.00 


Disitrict C 


40,000 


.015 


994.50 


600 


394.50 



Figure 5 displays the Local Share and State Aid as components of the 
Guaranteed Revenue for the three elementary districts in Table 11. Note 
in Figure 5: 

. The tax rate levied is at the bottom of each bar. 

. The. Guaranteed Revenue Is displayed at the top of each bar. 

. The Local Share is the merked area wicliin each bar. 

. State Aid is represented by the white srea within each bar. 

State Aid makes up the difference between Che Guaranteed Revenue 
Sln°'' /^f"!'. State Aid is a larger part of the Guaranteed 
Revenue of districts making a greater tax effort. 
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FIGURE 5 

LOCAL SHARE AND STATE AID AS COMPONENTS OF GUARANTEED REVENUE: 
BENEFITS OF GREATER TAX EFFORT 
(Threfe Elementary Districts) 



$994.50 



$394.50 
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$263.00 
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Exercises on State Aid 

State Aid ^ Guaranteed Revenue Lpcal Share 

Per Pupil Per Pupil ~ Per Pupil 

Guaranteed Revenue _ Guaranteed District Tax Rate 

Per Pupil Tax Base * (Not to exceed Maximum) 



Local Share _ District Tax District Tax Rate 

Per PupU Base Per Pupil * QJot to exceed Haxlmua) 



30. An elementary district with Guaranteed Revenue of $1,150 per pupil 
and a Local Share of $250 receives what amount of State Aid per pupil? 

a. $1,150 

b. $110 

c. $1,010 

d. $900 

31. A high school district has a property valuation of $75,000 per pupil 
It levies a .0102 tax rate and its per pupil Guaranteed Revenue is 
$l,22/i. What amount of State Aid per pupil does this district receive? 

a. $436.50 

b. $787.50 

c. $459 

d. $765 

32. A unit district has a property valuation per pupil of $35,000 and levies 
a tax rate of .0295. What amount of State Aid per pupU does this dis- 
trict receive. 

a, $250.75 
$245 

c. $1,015 

d. $1,260 

t^c^inl^^nnn"^ dlstricc has 2,500 TWADA, a total property valuation of 
?55,500,000 and levies a .014 tax rate. What amount of State Aid per 
pupil does this district receive? 

a. $310.80 

b. $617.40 

c. $838.20 

d. $928.20 

34. A unit district has 2,400 TWADA, a total property valuation of $48,000,000 

ar^ levies a .025 tax rate. What is Statt Aid per pupil for this district? 

a. $537.50 

b. $1,087.50 

c. $500 

d. $680 



35 



A high school district currently has 500 weighted Title I eligibles 
and 4,000 WADA. During the three prior years it reported the following 
WADA: 4,300, 3,800 and 3,800 WADA. Its total property valuation is 
$90,000,000 and it levies a .0095 tax rate. What amount of State Aid 
per pupil does this district receive? 

a. $190 

b. $1,050 

c. $950 

d. $1,140 
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Total State Aid 

Now that you know how to calculate Sttate Aid per pupil, it is possible 
to obtain a district's Total State Aid allocation under the Resource Equa- 
lizer Aid Program. This is the district's State Aid per pupil multiplied 
by the district's TWADA. Thus, 

Total „ State Aid ^ 

State Aid Per Pupil ' ^^^^ 

For example, for our district with 1,000 TWADA and $263 in State Aid 
per pupil. Total State Aid would be $263 x 1,000 or $263,000. 

Proration of Aid . If there are insufficient funds to meet State Aid 
claims, the Total State Aid to each district is reduced. A percent of 
proration is determined by dividing the state funds available by the total 
aid allocation for the state. For 1975-76 the percent of proration was 
95.271268, a district would receive 95.271268 percent of its total State 
Aid claim. The prorated State Aid Is found by multiplying the district's 
total State Aid by the percent of proration. The percentage is converted 
to a decimal value of .9527128. Our example district was entitled to 
total State Aid of $263,000. However, due to proration it receives 
$263,000 X .95271268 or $250,563.43. 

Celling on Aid . A district's Total State Aid under the Resource 
Equalizer Aid Program is subject to f. ceiling; State Aid for the current 
year cannot represent more than a 25 percent increase over its Total Pro- 
rated State Aid for the previous year.^ Kaxlmum &tate Aid is thus deter- 
mined by multiplyiii;g the district's Total Prorated State Aid for the 
previous year by 125 percent of 1.25. Thus, 

Maximum ^ Total Prorated State 

State Aid * Aid for Prior Year ^ 

Assume our example district has Total Prorated State Aid for 1974-75 of 
$250,000. Its Maximum State Aid for 1975-76 would be $250,000 x 1.25 or 
$312,500. This is higher than its Total State Aid claim for 1975-76 of 
$263,000^ and it is therefore not affected by the ceiling on aid. 



•Sfaa^lnum .^tate Aid for districts eligible for the Growth District Entitle- 
ment, explained in Appendix C, is the maximum calculated above plus the 
District Growth Entitlement. 
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However, assume this district's Total Prorated State Aid in 1974-75 
was $200,000, its Maximum State Aid for 1975-76 would then be $200,000 x 
1.25 or $225,000. Its Total State Aid claim In 1975-76 of $263,000 is 
■greater than its Maximum State Aid. In this situation, the actual amount 
of State Aid this district would receive is its KaxdLmum State Aid of 
$225,000 multiplied by the percent of proration. 



Exercises on Total State Aid 

36. An elementary district with 2,500 TWADA receives $356 per pupil in 
State Aid. In the previous year its total prorated State Aid was 
$840,000. What is this district's Maximum State Aid? 

a. $1,050,000 

b. $1,112,500 

c. $890,000 

d. $840,000 

37. A unit district has a guaranteed revenue of $957 per pupil, a local 
share of $550 and 1,500 TWADA. Its total prorated State Aid for the 
previous year wag $485,000. What is its Total State Aid for this year? 

a. $606,250 

b. $485,000 

c. $550,000 

d. $610,500 

38. An elementary district ha9 1,000 TWADA, a property valuation of 
$50,000 per pupil and levies a .012 tax rate. In the prior year 
this district's Total Prorated State Aid was $190,000. What is 
its Total State Aid for this year? 

a. $195,600 

b. $190,000 

c. $237,500 
dc $660,000 
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Total General Purpose Reveni ^^? 

Thus far we have seen how to calculate the Guaranteed Revenue and 
State Aid for a school district. How does this relate to the total 
general purpose revenue? We have seen that there is a limit on the 
level of the Guaranteed Revenue which results from the tax rate limits 
imposed by the state. Thus, revenues for the purposes of calculating 
aid under the Resource Equaliser Program are limited to $1,260 per 
pupil for each type of school district. However, districts can raise 
more than $1,260 per pupil if they desire, iee., they can have tax 
rates above the m a xi i mnn s set for purposes of determining State Aid, 
If a district does tax itself at a rate alove the ynayiminn tax rate, 
the tax is only applied to the district tax base. 

For exanqple, the maximum tax rate for a unit district is •0290, 
If a unit district has a valuation of $30,000 per TWADA and taxes itself 
at ,0390 percent, how do you determine the General Purpose Revenue of 
this district? 

First you need to determine Guaranteed Revenue, The maximum tax 
rate of .0290 yields a Guaranteed Revenue of $1,260 per pupil. This 
tax rate is then applied to the district tax base to obtain the Local 
Share. The Local Share Is $30,000 x .0290 or $870 per pupil. The 
state provides the difference of $390. However, this district chose 
a tax rate of ,0390 or ,01 above the maximum tax rate. It would 
raise $30,000 x .01 or $300 per pupil from the additional tax. Its 
total General Purpose Revenue is the Guaranteed Revenue of $1,260 per 
TWADA plus the amount raised from the additional tax rate, $300, The 
Total Revenue this district obtains is then $15,560 per TWADA. There 
are limits on the tax rates that a district can levy above the maxi- 
mum tax rates used in che Resource Equalizer Progr^. Thus, there 
is a limit to the amount of revenue above the maximum guar£ntee a 
district can obtain.^ 



There are state legislated limits on the tax rates school districts 
can levy with and without a referendum. For a description of those limits 
consult: Illinois, State Board of Education, State, Local and Federal 
Financing for lUinoia Public Schools, 1976-77 , Circular Series, No. 362 
Springfield, 111., 1976 or The School Code of Illinois > 1977. St. Paul, 
Minn.: West PubUshing Co., 1976. 
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Categorical Program Aid 



In the first part of this chapter we have provided a step by step 
description of the Illinois Resource Equalizer Aid Program^ the primary 
mechanism for the distribution of State Aid to school districts. The 
second form of State Aid to school districts Is categorical program 



Categorical aid refers to the provision of state funds to school 
districts for the delivery of special programs and services (l.e.» 
transportation^ programs for handicapped students, adult education » 
and vocational instruction). It is important to note that Illinois 
differs from many states in that it Incorporates disadvantaged stvr^ 
dents in its general State Aid distribution mechanism. This would 
fall under categorical program aid in many other states. It does this 
through the procedure of weighting Title I eligibles and thereby pro- 
viding proportionately greater amounts of State Aid to districts with 
higher concentrations of disadvantaged students « 

Illinois^ however^ addresses other educational needs through a 
number of categorical aid programs. Table 12 provides a list of 
Illinois categorical programs. Three types of categoricals are listed 
in the Table: (1) pupil targeted programs; (2) pupil support programs; 
and (3) capital development. Included in the Table is the actual or 
estimated appropriation for the particular program during FY 1977; the 
basis for distributing program funds to school districts; and the eX"- 
tent of participation in the program. 

There are thirteen pupil targeted categorical programs. The 
largest appropriation is to Special Education which includes support 
of the cost of personnel who perform services for special education 
programs. There are three pupil support programs » two of which sup- 
port transportation costs. The capital development program assists 
districts in undertaking school construction projects. 

There are two bases for the distribution of State categorical 
aid to school districts: (1) aid for some programs is provided on a 
project or program approval basls» meaning a district applies for aid 



aid. 
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to finance In whole or in part a proposed program or service that falls 
within an established categorical program; (2) other categorical aid 
programs use a formula as the basis of distribution. Districts often 
have to meet certain requirements in order to qualify for any specific 
categorical program aid, and» in some instances, are expected to contri- 
bute some share of the cost of a categorical program or service. 
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TABLE 11 

ILLINOIS CATEGORICAL AID PROGRAMS 



Type of Program/Service 



FY 1977 Appropriations ^ Method of 1975-76^ 
(Actual or Estijnate in Million $) Distribution Participation 



ffpecIaT'SJucaflor 


$ 142.2 


Fonoula 


1,028 Districts 


Special Education Transportation 


25.6 


Formula 


44,322 Students 


Special Education Facilities 


20.0 


Program Approval 


N. A. 


Vocational Education 


18.2 


Program Approval 


900 School Districts 


Bilingual Frograns 


13.0 


Program Approval 


24,450 Students 


Driver Education 


10.3 


Formula 


750 School Districts 


Tuition for Pupils Attending Lov^Incldence Classes 
in Public Schools 


9.2 


Program Approval 


2,400 Students 


Special Education Pupils from Orphanagesi Children's 
Homes, State-Owned Housing Units and Other State 
Agencies 


6.0 


Progra Approval 


2,000 Studencs 


Tuition for Handicapped Pupils Attending Non^Public 
or Special Education Schools 


5.6 


Formula 


580 Districts 
6,400 Students 


Adult Education 


4.6 


Program Approval 


150,000 Participants 


Gifted Pupil Prograns 


2.6 


Program Approval 


420 Programs 



^Illinois Office of Education, State. Local and Federal Financing for Illinois Public Schools. 1976-77 . 
Springfield, Illinois. 

^ron, Esther 0. (ed.). Public School Finance Program . 1975-76. Bureau of School Systems. U. S. Office 
of Education, Washington, D. G. ; Govemnent Printing Office, 1976. 
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Continued 
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TABLE 11 



ILLINOIS CATEGORICAL AID PROGRAMS 
(Continued) 



FY 1977 Appropriations Method of 1975-76 
'^e of Program/Approval (Actual or Estimate In Million $) Distribution Participation 

Special Education Materials $ 0.2 Pregram Approval N.A. 

Special Education Scholarships .02 Program Approval 175 Grants 

?"PU. Supgort_ Services 

989 Districts; 

Regular Pupil Transportation Fund 37.3 Formula 750,000 Students 
Transportation Grants to Mass Transit Companies 

and/or Districts 10.5 Program Approval 10 Cities 

Free Lunches and Breakfasts for Needy Children 14.0 Formula 1,028 Public 

Schools 

Capital Support frograms 

Capital Development Board 250.4 Foimula 453 Districts 
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CHAPTER II 



STUDYING THE ILLINOIS EDUCATION FINANCE PLAN 

Since the early decades of this century, one important purpose of 
most school finance plans has been to achieve greater equity in raising 
and distributing educational services. Equity is a broad and vague term, 
but in school finance its meaning has frequently been reduced to measurable 
differences, or disparities in expenditures and/or services among districts 
in a state. A glance at the districts within Illinois will reveal a 
variety of such differences, e.g., disparities in the amount of money spent 
for each pupil; in the tax rate used to raise money for education; in 
the type of school programs available to students and in the achievement 
of students. A state education finance plan may be designed to reduce 
one or some combination of these, or other, types of disparities. That 
is, the plan may attempt to "equalize" per pupil expenditures, "equalize" 
the revenue raised by the districts, "equalize" the program offerings, 
or "equalize" the achivement levels. 

The manner in which equalization is defined and measured, and the 
criteria used to determine if "equalization" is achieved are important 
considerations in evaluating the impact of a state school finance plan. 
A plan may go a long way in alleviating the problems of one type of 
disparity without affecting other types of disparities, or, in fact, 
worsening other disparities. For example, a plan may "equalize" per 
pupil expenditures among school districts, but in the process increase 
the disparities among districts in the tax rate they must apply. 
Similarly, what is "equalizing" under one definition, measurement, or 
method of analysis may not be "equalizing" under another set of criteria. 
In other words, there are trade-offs to be made, and in evaluating the 
impact of a state finance plan, it is important to investigate its 
implications under varying concepts or measures of equality. 

The first decision that must be made in the formulation of an educa- 
tion finance plan is what is to be "equalized"? A plan may address 
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disparities in raising of resources, it can address the "equalization" of 
the distribution of resources for education. Most. often, it addresses 
both. Illinois' education finance program addresses both types of 
disparities, and is intended to "equalize" the raising and distributing 
of resources for education. While other states have addressed these 
issues, Illinois* plan is unusual in the manner in which it 
addresses disparities in need among school districts. This will be the 
first topic we consider here. We will then consider disparities in the 
raising of resources for education. 

Equity in the Distribution of Resources 

The first step In equalizing the distribution of resources is to 
decide upon a definition of equity: either the "same treatment for 
everyone" or "different treatmant for different needs". For the 
distribution of resources for education, Illinois employs the latter 
definition - "different treatment for different needs". This value 
judgement about what is equitable in distributing resources for educa- 
tion is translated into policy by weighting Title I students: the 
weighting system used reflects the value that disadvantaged students 
have special educational needs. Since the Title I weighting is 
a basic factor in the distribution of state aid to school districts, 
it is iin>ortant to Investigate the effect of weighting for concentrations 
of poverty children. 

Table 1 shows the percentage increase in the student count due to 
weighting Title I students for a sample of Illinois unit districts. The 
sample includes rich and poor central city, independent, suburban and 
rural districts. The districts are arranged from those having the 
largest percentage increase in the pupil coimt due to weighting Title I 
eligibles to those with the smallest percentage increase. The percentage 
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TABLE 1 



PERCENTAGE INCREASE DUE TO WEIGHTING TITLE I ELIGIBLES 
FOR A SAMPLE OF UNIT DISTRICTS 
1975-76 



District 


ADA""- 


TWADA^ 


Percent Increase 


Brooklyn 188 


401 


688 




Meridan 101 


1,394 


2,352 


CQ 
07 


East St. Louis 189 


19,646 


30,735 


56 


Stockland 253 


107 


160 


50 


Century 100 


631 


929 


4/ 


Egyptian 5 


859 


1,178 


3/ 


Cobden 17 


657 


837 


z/ 


Vencie 3 


510 


636 


25 


Murphysboro 186 


2,797 


3,459 


24 


Deland-Weldon 57 


401 


476 




Brookport 38 


351 


416 


19 


Dangola 66 


355 


420 


18 


Witt 66 






18 


Sandonal 501 


630 


"7/. A 


1 7 


Newman 303 


337 


395 


17 


West Frankfort 168 


2,300 


2,673 


16 


Zeigler-Royalton 188 


806 


936 


* 16 


Flanagan 4 


330 


383 


16 


Carterville 


1,413 


1,632 


15 


Erie 1 


1,102 


1,270 


15 


Octavia 8 


515 


591 


15 


Marissa 40 


947 


1,078 


14 


Edgar 2 


421 


460 


14 


Red Bud 132 


907 


1,034 


14 








Continued . 
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TABLE 1 
(Continued) 



District 


ADA 


TWADA 


Percent 


Bloomington 87 


5,862 


6,604 


13 


Mascoutah 19 


3,528 


3 985 




Melvln Sibley 4 


311 


352 
^ ^ ^ 


13 


Johnston 1 


1,376 


1.538 




Georgetown 3 


1,290 


1.450 




Wellington 7 


210 


235 




ABL 6 


343 


384 


XiL 


Warden 16 


247 


273 


1 1 
XX 


Putnam 535 


1,175 


1.301 


1 1 

XX 


Gibson 1 


1,066 


1.186 


n 

XX 


Pedrla Heights 325 


1,151 


1.268 


in 

xu 


Tuscola 301 


1,248 


1.375 


in 
xu 


Livingston 4 


383 




xu 


Roxaxma 1 


3,009 


3,304 


10 


Coal City 1 


1,348 


1,475 


9 


Westvllle 2 


1,556 


1,700 


9 


Monticello 25 


1,723 


1,383 


9 


Pawnea 11 


742 


805 


8 


Eastern 121 


286 


310 


8 


B^ound LakQ 116 


4,486 


4,804 


7 


Indian Prarle 204 


1,264 


1,356 


7 


Rlverton 14 


1,115 


1,198 


7 



Source: Illinois, State Board of Education, Annual State Aid Claim 
Statistics for Illinois Public Schools > 1976-77. Circular 
Series A-359. Springfield; Illinois: Budget and Finance 
Department, 1976. 
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Increase in the pupil count due to the Inclusion of weighted Title I 
students reflects Illinois* definition of the special needs of the dis^ 
advantaged students. The pupil count for some districts Is substantially 
Increased by weighting disadvantaged students, while the pupil count for 
other districts is largely unaffected by this definition of need. The 
highest percentage Increase In the pupil count for our sample districts 
is in Brooklyn District 188, 72 percent, whereas three districts share the 
lowest Increase, only 7 percent. 

Equity in the Raising of Resources 

You have seen that Illinois adopts the "different treatment for 
different needs" definition of equity for the distribution of resources 
for education. In the raising of resources, too, a plan must adopt a 
definition of equity. In Illinois, equity in the raising of resources 
is defined as "eqttal treatment for everyone". For the raising of 
resources for education, this definition of equity is translated into 
practice in the Resource Equalizer Aid Program by the use of state 
gtiaranteed tax bases and by guaranteeing the same amount of revenue per 
pupil to districts levying the same tax rate on district "wealth". 

Describing Disparities in Property Wealth 

District "wealth" is a basic part of any state education finance 
plan since it is used to determine a district's ability to support 
education. Although in theory *Vealth" can be defined in many ways, 
most states, like Illinois, define '"wealth" in terms of the amount of 
property value backing each student in a district. Frop&afty wealth is 
measured as equalized assessed property valuation. For purposes of 
determining a district's wealth, students are counted in terms of Title I 
Weighted Average Daily Attendance (TWADA) . 

To investigate disparities in wealth in Illinois, we show the per 
pupil property values for our sanqple of unit districts. In Table 2 
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the districts are arranged from the district with the highest property 
'"alue to the district with the lowest property valuation. Both the 
districts' property value per ADA and property value per TWADA are dis- 
played. It is useful to look at property values per ADA because it 
makes the pupil coxmt cos^)arable across districts. It also shews the 
effect of weighting students on the definition of ability to pay. The 
property value per TWADA is less than that per ADA. This is because 
a district* has more TWADA than ADA. 

Examining the information in Table 2, it is possible to see 
there are differences in the property values per TWADA among our 
sample unit districts. However, from sinqple observation it is difficult 
to summarize in any systematic way what those disparities are and the 
magnitude of the disparities. For this reason, it is useful to employ 
some method for summarizing disparities: 

One way of susmarizing is to obtain a simple average . The mean or 
average property value per TWADA for our saiq)le of districts is $32,296. 
This is the sum of each district's property value per TWADA, $1,485,616 
divided by tbe 46 school districts in the sample. The mean property 
valuation per ADA is slightly larger, $37,209.67. 

A simple average accounts for the number of districts in a sanqple. 
However, it does not account for the differences among districts in the 
number of pupils. A weighted average accounts for these differences. 
It is obtained by dividing the total property value of the sample districts 
by the total nuxnber of pupils in those districts. The total property 
value for our sample is $1,843,418,219. There are a total of 91,044 
TWADA in our 8a]iq>le districts. Thus, the weighted average property value 
is $20,247.56 per TWADA. The impact of Illinois' definition of need ~ 
TWADA — can be seen when one carries out the same calculation without 
weighting students. The ADA student count is only 71,827 and the weighted 
average property valuation is increased to $25,664.70. 

The median is the middle value when you arrange, the values according 
to size. In Table 2, the school districts have^ been arranged from 
the highest property value to the lowest property value per TWADA. The 
median is the property value per pupil that is half way from the district 
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TABLE 2 

PROPERTY VALUE PER PUPIL POR A SAMPLE OF UNIT DISTRICTS 



District 


ADA 


jr roper cy vaxue 
Per ADAI 


TWADA 


Per TWADa2 


Montlcello 25 


1,723 


114,662 


1,883 


$ 104,913 


Red Bud 132 


907 


96,791 


1,034 


84,924 


Edgar County 


421 


78,628 


480 


68,956 


Putnam County 535 


1,175 


72,647 


1,301 


65,611 


Coal City 1 


1,348 


71,327 


1,475 


65,201 


Pawnee Community 11 


742 


71,146 


805 


64,371 


Wellington 7 


210 


71,689 


235 


63,983 


Newman 303 


337 


71,790 


395 


61,206 


Melvln Sibley 4 


311 


69,199 


352 


61,062 


Stockland Coiominlty 2530 


107 


89,509 


160 


59,754 


Erie 1 


1,102 


68,503 


1,270 


59,418 


Octavla 8 


515 


64,349 


591 


56,095 


Deland-Weldon 57 


401 


64,756 


476 


54,266 


Indl&n Prarle 204 


1,264 


57,989 


1,356 


54,070 


Eaaton Comnunlty 


286 


57,711 


310 


53,280 


ABL 6 


343 


58,746 


384 


52,484 


Venice Comnunlty 3 


510 


62,580 


636 


50,207 


Flanagan 4 


330 


57,963 


383 


49,974 


Tuscola 301 


1,248 


48,077 


1, J/3 




Gibson City 1 


1,066 


39,880 


1,186 


35,855 


Bloocdngton 87 


5,862 


38,743 


6,604 


34,386 


Pedrla Heights 325 


1,151 


37,341 


1,268 


33,893 


Roxanna 1 


3,009 


35,913 


3,304 


32,708 


Georgetown 3 


1,290 


11,461 


1,450 


10,198 


CartervUle 5 


1,413 


11,729 


1,632 


10,157 


Marlssa 40 


947 


11,163 


1,078 


9,808 


Witt 66 


287 


11,516 


340 


9,717 


Sandoval 501 


630 


11,163 


740 


9,499 



Continued. • • 
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TABLE 2 
CPontlQuedl 



n^ ^ ^ Property Value Property Value 

P^^"^^*^ ADA Per ADA^ TWADA P er TWADa2 

Johnatou City 1 i,376 10,592 1,538 $ 9,473 

RlvertonU 1,115 10,174 1,198 9,468 

WestvUle 2 1,556 10,145 1,700 9,285 

Dongola 66 355 10,797 420 9,131 

Murphysboro 186 2,797 10,712 3,459 8,661 

Worden 16 247 9,517 273 8,602 

Round Uke 116 4,486 8,566 4,804 7,999 

West Frankfort 168 2,300 8,621 2,673 7,416 

Century Community 100 631 10,903 929 7,403 

Livingston 4 383 7,961 420 7,264 

657 8,571 837 6!726 

Zelgler-Royalton 188 806 7,356 936 6,336 

East St. Louis 189 19,646 9,734 30,735 6,221 

Mascoutah 19 3,528 7,027 3,985 6i221 

Brooklyn 188 405 8,775 688 5,'i64 

Egyptian 5 859 6,333 1,178 4!617 

Merldan 101 1,394 5,923 2,352 3,512 

Brookport 38 3SI 2,962 416 2i497 



Source: Illinois, State Board of Education, Annual State Aid Claim 

Statistics Illinois P ublic Schools . 1976-77. Circular Series 
A-359. Springfield, Illinois: Budget and Finance Department, 
1976. 

^1974 Equalized Assessed Valuations per 1975-76 Best Six Months 
Average Daily Attendance (ADA). 

2 

1974 Equalized Assessed Valuations per 1975-76 Best Title I 
Weighted Average Dally Attendance (TWADA) count used in the Resource 
Equalizer Aid Program. 
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wlth the lowest value and halfway from the district with the highest 
property value per pupil. There are 46 districts in the sample; the 
value that divides the 46 school districts into two equal parts of 23 
districts each is the property value between the 23rd and 24th districts. 
Thus, the median property value is halfway between Roxanna District 1 
and Georgetown District 3, or between $32,708 per TWADA and $10,198 per 
TWADA. The median value is $21,453 per TWADA. 

Each type of average — the siii5)le, weigihted average, the median — 
can be used to describe disparities by cosq>aring them with the actual 
values for individual school districts. For example, you may indicate 
how much a particular school district varies from the average. You 
may use this procedure to group districts, such as the number of dis-r 
tricts that are within $500 of one of the measures and so on. However, 
averages do not indicate how widely dispersed the districts are. Another 
summary measure, the range , does provide this information. The range 
is the difference between the highest and lowest values. Among the 
sample districts, Monticello District 25 has the highest property sralue 
per TWADA, $104,913 and Brookport District 38 the lowest, $2,497. The 
range is then $104,913 - $2,497 or $102,416. Often the range is repre- 
sented as a ratio, found by dividing the highest vadue by the lowest 
value. For the sample districts, it is $104,913 divided by $2,497, or 
42:1. Used with the average, weighted average, or median, the range 
indicates how accurately the summary measure represents actual property 
values. For example, if we had obtained a range of only $100 for the 
sample districts, this would indicate that the average is fairly repre- 
sentative of the actual property values in the sample. Specifically, 
it would indicate that no district's property value differs substantially 
from the average property value because the wealthiest and poorest dis- 
trict are separated by only $100. Since the range is much larger for 
the districts in our sample, th«> average is not a good representation 
of the actual property value of a particular district. 
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statewide Disparities In Wealth 



Thus far, we have shown several indicators of disparities for a 
sample of unit districts. However, the picture we have obtained for 
our selected sample may not be representative of statewide disparities 
In property wealth. Table 3 shows the median and range In property 
values per ADA for all elementary, high school and unit districts In 
the state. The least differences In the property wealth backing students 
Is among high school districts, a ratio of only 11.9 to 1. The largest 
range In property wealth Is among elementary districts, 67.5 to 1. Our 
sample of unit districts Is representative of the statewide picture; 
the range m property wealth for these districts Is quite wide, with a 
ratio of 35.5:1, and a median property value of $26,279 per ADA. 

TABLE 3 

WEALTH OF ILLINOIS SCHOOL DISTRICTS* 
SUMMARY MEASURES 



Type of District 
(Number of Districts) 



Highest 
Per Pupil 

Property 
Valuation 



Lowest 
Per Pupil 

Property 
Valuation 



Ratio 



Median 



Elementary (454) 
High School (130) 
Unit (446) 



$565,650 $ 8,386 67.5:1 $36,839 

275,318 23,099 11.9:1 73,411 

114,294 3,222 35.5:1 26,279 



Source: Illinois Office of Education, Assessed Valuation Per PupII 
and Tax Rates in Descen ding Order 1975 for Illinois Public 
^#22i8 (Circular Series A, Number 364) compiled by Department 
ot Budget and Finance. 

no^Io^!' property valuations are 1975 ecmaiized assessed valuations 

per best six month Average Daily Attendance (AM)D 
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Although the summary measures that you have Just learned about are 
useful tools for describing disparities, they still do not provide a 
complete picture of disparities In wealth* For example, even though 
you know the range In property values per TWADA Is 67.5:1, you still 
don't know whether a few elementary districts are unusual or whether 
the disparity is widespread* That is, you do not know if the large 
range is attributable to a few districts that have a high or low property 
value, or If the range reflects widespread disparities among a large 
number of the districts* One step that you can take to determine if 
the disparity is widespread is to eliminate a certain percentage of the 
wealthiest and poorest districts, and recalculate the range* For example, 
if we eliminate the ten percent of districts with the highest value 
per pupil and the ten percent with the lowest value per pupil, we find 
that the range for the remaining 80 percent of school districts is 
substantially smaller than the statewide range* The new ranges in 
valuations are presented in Table 4* 

TASLE 4 

WEALTH OF ILLINOIS SCHOOL DISTRICTS: 90TH AND lOTH PERCENTILES* 



Type of District 


Highest Property 
Valuation Per Pupil 
(90th Percentile) 


Lowest Property 
Valuation Per Pupil 
(lOth Percentile) 


Ratio 


Elementary 


$ 89,443 


$ 17,673 


5*1:1 


High School 


116,947 


47,426 


2*5:1 


Unit 


46,194 


14,314 


3*2:1 



Souirce: Illinois Office of Education, Assessed Valuation Per Popil and 
Tax Rates in Descending Order 1975 for Illinois Public Schools 
(Circular Series A, Number 364) Compiled by Department of Budget 
and Finance* 



* The per pupil property valuations are 1975 equalized assessed valuations 
per best six months Average Daily Attendance (ADA)* 
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As Table 4 shows, eliminating the wealthiest 10 percent and the 
poorest 10 percent of the districts substantially changes the range in 
property wealth. For example, the range for elementary districts in 
Table 3 was $565,650 per ADA to $8,386 per ADA or 67,5:1; however, 
new range for 80 percent of the elementary districts is $89,443 per 
ADA to $17,673 per ADA or 5, 1:1, This indicates that the property 
wealth of the top and bottom 10 percent of the districts is signifi- 
cantly different from that of the majority of elementary districts. 

-L*.other way to assess the representativeness of summary statistics 
is to look at the distribution of districts within the range of pro- 
perty wealth. For example, in Table 5, we have divided elementary 
districts into ranges of property valuation per ADA and have shown the 
number of districts and the percentage of districts within each range. 
Table 5 shows that 193 elementary districts have a property valuation 



TABLE 5 



DISTRIBUTION OF ELEMENTARY DISTRICT 
PROPERTY WEALTH PER PUPIL 



Range of Property Number Percent Cumulative 

Valuation Per ADA Of Districts Of Districts Percentage 



Less than $20(000 


68 


14.98 


14.98 


$ 20,000 - 39,999 


193 


42.51 


57.49 


40,000 - 59,999 


89 


19.60 


77.09 


60,000 - 79,999 


49 


10.79 


87.88 


80,000 - 99.999 


19 


4.19 


92.07 


100,000 and above 


36 


7.93 


100.00 




454 


100.00 





Sources Illinois Office of Education, Assessed Valuation Per Pupil and 
Tax Rates in Desce nding Order 1975 for Illinois Public Schools 
(Circular Series A, Number 364) coiiq)iled by the Department of 
Budget and Finance. 
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per ADA between $20,000 and $39,999. This represents 42,51 percent 
of all elementary districts. Table 5 also shows the cumulative per* 
centage of elementary districts falling below certain levels of pro- 
perty valuation per pupil. For example, 77,09 percent of the districts 
have a valuation of less than $60,000. 

Table 6 shows the distribution of property wealth for high school 
districts and Table 7 providse similar information for unit districts. 

Figures 1, 2 and 3 graphically display the percentage of districts 
within the different ranges of property valuation for the elementary 
districts in Table 5, high school districts in Table 6 and unit dis- 
tricts in Table 7, respectively, 

TABLE 6 

DISTRIBUTION OF HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT 
PROPERTY WEALTH PER PUPIL 



Range of Property 
Valuation Per ADA 


Nunber 
of Districts 


Percent 
of Districts 


Cumulative 
Percentage 


Less than $20,000 


0 


0.00 


0.00 


$ 20,000 - 39,999 


7 


5.38 


5.38 


40,000 - 59,999 


32 


24.62 


30.00 


60,000 - 79,999 


38 


29.23 


59.23 


80,000 - 99,999 


29 


22.31 


81.54 


100,000 and above 


2A 


18.46 


100.00 




130 


100.00 





Source: Illinois Office of Education, Assessed Valuation Per Pupil and 
Tax Rates in Descending Order 1975 for Illinois Public Schools 
(Circular Series Ay Number 364) compiled by the Department of 
Budget and Finance. 
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TABLE 7 

DISTRIBUTION OF UNIT DISTRICT PROPERTY 
WEALTH PER PUPIL 



Range of Property 
Valuation Per ADA 


Number 
of Districts 


Percent 
of Districts 


Cumulative 
Percentage 


Less than $15,000 


52 


11.66 


11.66 


$ 15,000 - 19,999 


56 


12.56 


24.22 


20,000 - 24,999 


98 


21.97 


46.19 


25,000 - 29,999 


77 


17.26 


63.45 


30,000 - 34,999 


59 


13.23 


76.68 


35,000 - 39,999 


33 


7.40 


84.08 


40,000 - 44,999 


22 


4.93 


98.01 


45,000 - 49,999 


18 


4.04 


93.05 


50,000 and above 


31 


6.95 


100.00 




446 


100.00 





Source: Illinois Office of Education, Assessed Valuation Per Pupil and 
Tax Rates in Descending Order 1975 for Illinois Public Schools 
(Circular Series A, Number 364) compiled by the Department of 
Budget and Finance, 

In each figure, each bar represents the percentage of districts with- 
in each range of property valuations. The actual percentage is displayed 
at the top of each bar. In examining these figures, note the distribution 
of districts within the total range of property we^lth. For example. 
Figure 1 shows that while the overall range for elementary districts re- 
mains quite large, districts are concentrated in the first three ranges 
of property values — less than $20,000, $20,000 - $39,999 and $40,000 
- $49,999, 
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Figure 1 



DISTRIBUTION OF ELEMENTARY DISTRICT PROPERTY 
WEALTH PER PUPIL 
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Figure 2 

DISTRIBUTION OF HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT PROPERTY 
WEALTH PER PUPIL 
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Figure 3 

DISTRIBUTION OF UNIT DISTRICT PROPRERTY WEALTH PER PUPxL 
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Expenditures and Effort 

You have seen that wealth in Illinois is defined as property valuation 
per TWADA and that there are differences among districts in their ability 
to pay. In part, these differences reflect Illinois' definition of need. 
Hovrever, property wealth alone does not provide a complete picture of the 
revenue raising ability of districts. Disparities in the ability of dis- 
tricts. Disparities in the ability of districts to raise revenue also 
depend upon the tax rates districts choose to levy on their wealth. 

Table 8 provides summary measures of the tax effort of Illinois' 
three types of school districts. The largest range In tax rates is among 
elementary districts, 6.37:1 while the smallest is among high school 
districts, 3.14 to 1. As Table 8 shows, there are differences in the 
tax effort; however, how are the tax rates distributed among districts? 
Table 9, 10, and 11 show the distribution of tax rates for elementary, 
high school and unit districts, respectively. All three tables indicate 
disparities in tax effort is widespread among school districts. In no 
instance are districts fairly concentrated in one or two intervals of 
tax rates. 



TABLE 8 

TOTAL TAX RATE FOR EDUCATION 1975 
SUMMARY MEASURl^S 





District Type 
(Number of Districts) 


Highest 
Tax Rate 


Lowes t 
Tax Rate 


Ratio 


Median 


Elementary (454) 


3.7953 


.5956 


6.37:1 


2.0085 


High School (130) 


3.204 


1.0208 


3.14:1 


1.782 


Unit (446) 


5.287 


1.3243 


3.99:1 


1.85 


Source: Illinois Office 


of Education, 


Assessed Valuation Per Pupil and 



Tax Rates in Descending Order 1975 for Illinois Public Schools 
(Circular Series A» Number 364) compiled by the Department of 
Budget and Finance. 

Total tax rates are for 1975 and are greater than a district's operating 
tax rate. 
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TABLE 9 

DISTRIBUTION OF ELEMENTARY DISTRICTS EDUCATION TAX RATE 



Nxsaber of 
Districts 



Percent of 
Districts 



2.0 and above 


10 


2.20 


1.80 - 1.99 


17 


3.74 


1.60 - 1.79 


45 


9.91 


1.40 - 1.59 


71 


15.64 


1.20 - 1.39 


88 


19.38 


1.00 - 1.19 


69 


15.20 


Less than 1.00 


154 
454 


33.92 



Source: Illinois State Board of Education. Assessed Valuation Per Pupil 
a nd Tax Notes in Descending Order. 1975 (Circular Series A, 
Number 364) compiled by the Department of Budget and Finance, 
1977. 



TABLE 10 

DISTRIBUTION OF HIGH SCHOOL 
DISTRICTS EDUCATION TAX RATES 



Number of 
Districts 



Percent of 
Districts 



1.50 and above 


15 


11.54 


1.40 - 1.49 


7 


5.38 


1.30 - 1.39 


13 


10.00 


1.20 - 1.29 


16 


12.31 


1.10 - 1.19 


17 


13.08 


1.00 - 1.09 


8 


6.15 


0.90 - 0.99 


44 


33.85 


Less Chan 0.90 


10 


7.69 




130 





Source- Illinois State Board of Education, Assessed Valuation Per Pupil 
and Tax Rates in Descending Order. 1975 (Circular Series A, 
Number 364) compiled by the Department of Budgut and Finance, 
1977. 
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TABLE 11 



DISTRIBUTION OF UNIT SCHOOL DISTRICTS 
EDUCATION TAX RATES 



Number of Percent of 

Districts Districts 



2.30 and above 


27 


6.06 


2.20 - 2.29 


22 


4.95 


2.10 - 2.19 


29 


6.51 


2.00 - 2.09 


99 


22.20 


1.90 - 1.99 


21 


4.71 


1.80 - 1.89 


32 


7.18 


1.70 - 1.79 


19 


4.26 


1.60 - 1.69 


158 


35.43 


1.50 - 1.59 


27 


6.06 


Less than 1.50 


12 


2.69 




446 





Source: 



Illinois State Board of Education, Assessed Valuation Per Pupil 
and Tax R ates in Descending Order. 1975 (Circular SprjPH A, 
Number 364) compiled by the Department of Budget and Finance, 
19 7 / ♦ 

TABLE 12 

OPERATING EXPENDITURES PER ADA 1975-76 
SUMMARY MEASURES 



District Tjrpe 
(Number of Districts) 



Elementary (449 
High School (128) 
Unit (444) 



Highest 


Lowest 






Expenditure 


Expenditure 


Ratio 


Median 


$2,727 


$ 838 


3.25:1 


$1,319 


4,284 


1,272 


3.37:1 


1,750 


2,868 


755 


3.80:1 


1,385 



Source: Illinois State Board of Education, Annual State Aid Claim 
Statistic s Illinois Public Schools . I97fi~77- (Circular 
Series A, Number 359) con?)iled by the Department of Budget 
and Finance, 1976. 
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Thus far you have seen that Illinois widespread disparities In the 
wealth and tax effort of districts. Ve should now look at how this 
differential ability to raise inoney affects the amount of money that 
each district spends on education. 

Table 12 shows the range In operating expenditures statewide. Al- 
though the range In expenditures is about the same among districts of 
each type, there are substantial differences in the highest and lowest 
expenditure between district types. For example, the highest expenditure 
per ADA for hlgji school districts is $4,284 whereas for elementary dis- 
tricts it is oxily $2,727. These disparities in expenditures reflect 
differences in the wealth and effort of districts. Tables 13, 14 and 15 
show the distribution of operating expenditures for each type of Illinois 
district, elementary, secondary and unit respectively. Operating expen- 
ditures, like vealth and effort, seem to be widely distributed across 
districts rather than concentrated within a couple intervals. 

In this chapter you have seen that there are differences in the wealth, 
effort and expenditures of V - /ithin Illinois. However, the way 

you interpret these differ? .t o:i your o^n value Judgment con- 

cernlng what the relatlonjhi/ £r(>"ld be between wealth, effort, 

need and expenditures. 

iJSLE 13 

DISTRIBUTT.OI? OP ELEMENTARY DISTRICTS 
OPEKATING EXPENDITURES 



Number of Percent of 

Districts Districts 



$2,000 or above 


31 


6.90 


1,80 - 1,999 


16 


3.56 


1,600 - 1,799 


43 


9.58 


1,400 - 1,599 


91 


20.27 


1,200 - 1,399 


130 


28.95 


1,000 - 1,199 


108 


24.05 


Less thoa 1,000 


30 


6.68 




449 





Source: Illinois State Board of Education, 1975-76 Operating Expenditure 
Per ADA> Con^juter Printout provided by Office of Research and 
Statistics^ 1977. 
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TABLE 14 



DISTRIBUTI(»I OF HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICTS 
OPERATING EXPENDITURES 



Sange of Operating Number of 
Expenditures Districts 


Percent of 
Districts 


2,400 and Above 


7 


5.47 


2.200 - 2,399 


11 


8.59 


2,000 - 2,199 


18 


14.06 


1,800 - 1,999 


25 


19.53 


1,600 - 1,799 


27 


21.09 


1,400 - 1,599 


29 


22.66 


Less Chan $1,400 


11 
128 


8.59 


Source: Illinois State Board of Education, 1975-76 Operatina Exuenditun 
Per ADA. ComDUter Printout provided hy off^ro «f R^eearch and 
Statistics, 1977. 




TABLE 15 






DISTRIBUTION OF UNIT DISTRICTS 
OPERATING EXPENDITURES 






Number of 
Districts 


Percent of 
Districts 


$1,800 and Above 


20 


4.50 


1,700 - 1,799 


20 


4.50 


1,600 - 1,699 


36 


8.11 


1,500 - 1,599 


46 


10.36 


1,400 - 1,499 


85 


19.14 


1,300 - 1,399 


110 


24.77 


1,200 - 1,299 


83 


18.69 


Less than $1,200 


44 
444 


a.9i 



Source: Illinois State Board of Education, 1975-76 Operating Emendl- 
tura Per ADA. Convuter Printout provided by Office of Research 
and St«ti»tlc», 1977. 
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APPENDIX A 
AVERAGE DAILY ATTENDANCE 

The Average Daily Attendance (ADA) for a school is the total num- 
ber of attendance days of all pupils in the school divided by the number 
of days the school was in session. In Illinois, ADA is determined for 
each month of the school year. Thus, if 100 students attended school 
for 10 days of a month, 500 students attended school for 15 days and 
300 students attended school for 20 days, the total attendance would 
be 14,500: 

100 X 10 « 1,000 
500 X 15 « 7,500 
300 X 20 « 6,000 

14,500 

If this school district was in session for 20 days during the month, 
then its Average Daily Attendance is: 

14,500/20 « 725 ADA 

However, in determining a school's ADA, there are different attendance 
counts for different types of pupils. Table 1 shows the days of at- 
tendance for different categories of pupils. For example, for each 
40 minutes of instruction that a part time pupil rece^^es, the pupil 
may be counted as having been in attendance for 1/6 day. Thus, if a 
part time student had attended school for 80 minutes in a day, this 
pupil would count as having been in attendance 1/6 x 2 or 1/3 of a 
day. 
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TABLE 1 

DAYS OF ATTENDANCE REQUIRHMENTS 



Days of 

Pupil Category Attendance Instruction Requirement 



Pre*Klndergarten Handicapped 


1/2 


Day- 


Not Less than 1 


Hour 


Kindergarten 


1/2 


Day 


2 or More Hours 




Grade 1 


1 


Day 


Not Less than 4 


Hours 


Elementary (Grade 1-8) 


1 


Day 


Not Less than 5 


Hours 


High School (Grades 9-12) 


1 


Day 


Not Less than 5 


Hours 


Part time 


1/6 


Day 


Each 40 Minutes 




Hospitalized or Homebound 


1/2 


Day 


4 or More Hours 






1 


Day 


Not Less than 1 


Hour 



In Illinois, the Best Six Months Average Dally Attendance Is the basic 



pupil count. The same procedure for determining a district's Best Six 
Months ADA is used whether the district receives state aid under the 
Resource Equalizer Aid Program or the Minimum Foundation Program (Strayer- 
Halg). Using data for a hypothetical unit district, the Best Six Months 
ADA requires the following steps: 

1. Establish the number of pre-klndergarten handicapped, 
kindergarten, elementary (grades 1-8) and high school 
(grades 9-12) pupils attending school fo.' each month 
of the regular (9 month) school year. The first month 
is that ending September 30 and the last month of the 
school year is that beginning May 1. 

2. For each month, add the nuniber of attending pupils in 
each program category (i.e., pre-kindergarten handi- 
capped^ kindergarten, elementary and high school ) to ob- 
tain thi^ total attendance for the district during each 
month. 

3. Divide the total attendance in the district during each 
month by the number of days school was in .session during 
the month to obtain the Average Daily Attendance for 
each month. 

4. Identify the six months of highest ADA. 
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To obtain the beat six months ADA for pre--ktodergarten 
handicapped 9 kindergarten and gradea 1*8: 

a. Add attendance In these program categories for each 
of the six months determined in Step 4, 

b. Divide the total attendance in these programs 
during the six months b> the total number of days 
school was in session duirlng the same six months* 

To obtain the best six months ADA for high school: 

a. Add attendance in this program category for the six 
months identified in Step 4, 

b. Divide total attendance by the total number of days 
school was in session during the same six months. 
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APPENDIX B 



ILLINOIS MINIMUM FOUNDATION PROGRAM 



Prior to the enactment of the Resource Equalizer Aid Program in 
1973^ the basic mechanism for the distribution of state aid to school 
districts was the Minimum Foundation Program (Strayer-Haig) • School 
districts may still use the Minimum Foundation Program rather than the 
Resource Equalizer Aid Program as the basis of state aid- Under Illinois' 
Minimua Foundation Program, each school district is guaranteed a basic 
aiK)unt of money for the cost of each pupU's education. This guaranteed 
amjc?t^at is kn<>wn as the Foimdatio?:; Amount , Local school districts must 
contribute to this guaranteed aTncuat. Th6 local share is determined by 
levying a tax rate on a district's property valuation. The amount raised 
by a district fc^t the cost of each pupil's education from the state set 
tax rate is toown a© the Required Contribution . State aid per pupil is 
the difference i^etween the Foimdation Amount and the district's Required 
Contributioa, Thug^ 



dollars for each student's education called the Foui>dation Amount . 
This amount is intended to cover the basic cost of each student's edu- 
cation. The Foundation Amount established for Illinois' aid formula 
is $520 per pupil. This amount applies to each of the three types of 
Illinois school districts: Elementary, High School and unit districts. 
Substituting in the general foundation formula above, State Aid per 
pupil is the difference between the state guaranteed $520 and a dis- 
trict's Required Contribution. Thus, 



State Aid 
Per Pupil 



Foundation Amount 
Per Pupil 



Required Contribution 
Per Pupil 



Foundation Amount 



Illinois' Minimum Foundation Program guarantees a fixed amount of 



State Aid 
Per Pupil 



$520 



Required Contribution 
Per Pupil 
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In order to determine the amount of state aid per pupil for a district, 
It Is first necessary to calculate the district's Required Contribution, 

Required Contribution 

A district's Required Contribution is a district's property valua- 
tion multiplied by a state determined tax rate, known as the Required 
Tax Rate > Thus, 

Required ^ Property Required 

Contribution Valuation ^ Tax Rate 

The Required Tax Rate is a uniform tax rate set by the state. Table 1 
shows the Required Tax Rates used in the Minimum Foundation Program, 

TABLE 1 
REQUIRED TAX RATES 



Tjrpe of District 


Required Tax Rate 


Elementary (100 or More WADA) 


.0084 


(Less than 100 WADA) 


.0090 


High School (100 or More WADA) 


.0084 


CLess than 100 WcVOA) 


.0090 


Unit 


.0108 



Note in Table 1: 

. Elementary and high school districts have a different required 
tax rate than unit districts. 

. A higher required tax rate is used by elementary ^:^.d high school 
districts with less than 100 WADA, 

The Required Tax Rate is applied to a district's property valuation per 
pupil to obtain the Required Contribution, A district's property valu- 
ation per pupil is fouttd by dividing the district's total equalized 
assessed valuation by the number of TWADA in the district- TWADA used 
in the Foundation Program Is calculated somewhat differently from 
TWADA used in the Resource Equalizer Aid Program, 

EKLC 
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ADA and WADA are calculated In the same way as under the Resource 
Equalizer Aid Program. Thus^ high school pupils have a weight of 1.25. 
The difference in the two counts is the weigihting for Title I eligibles.^ 
Remember, under the Resource Equalizer Aid Program, separate Title I weights 
are calculated for each district. However, under the Foundation Pro- 
gram, these students have a weight of .45 in every district. 

Table 2 shows the calculation of TWADA for a hypothetical unit 
district participating in the Foundation Program. 



TABLE 2 

CALCULATION OF TITLE I WEIfflTED AVERAGE DAILY 
ATTENDANCE (TWADA) 



Educational Program 


Program 
Welgihtlng 


ADA 


WADA 


Pre-Klndergarten Handicapped ADA 


1.00 


75 


75 


iClndergarten ADA 


1.00 


100 


100 


Grades 1-8 ADA 


1.00 


300 


300 


Grades 9-12 ADA 


1.25 


240 


300 








775 WADA 


Title I Ellglbles 


.45 


500 


225 



1^000 TWADA 



Note in Table 2: 

• Weighted Average Daily Attendance (WADA) for a program cate-- 
gory is found by multiplying the number of ADA in the program 
category by the associated weighting. 

. A district's weighted Title I students are its Title I eligibles 
multiplied by the Title I weight of .45. 

. A district's TWADA is the sum of weighted ADA (WADA) in each 
program category and weighted Title I students. 



EKLC 



^e definition of Title I eligibles can be found in the Glossary. 
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Once you have determined the TWADA for a district, you can obtain 
a district's Required Contribution per pupil. Assume our hypothetical 
unit district in Table 2 has an equalized assessed property valuation 
of $10,000,000. Determining this d^.strict's Required Contribution per 
pupil Requires two steps: 

1. Determine the district's property valuation per TWADA by divid- 
ing the equalized assessed property valuiation by TWADA: 

$10,000,000/1,000 o $10,000 

2. Determine the Required Contribution per TWxiDA by multiplying 
the property valuation per TWADA by the Required Tax Rate for 
a unit district of .0108. 

$10,000 X 0.0108 « $108 
Illinois' Foimdation Program also allows districts to use an alter- 
native calculation of TWADA. A district chooses the calculation that 
yields a higher pupil count. The alternative calculation is the dis- 
trict's average WADA during the three prior school years plus its 
current year weighted Title I eligibles. For example, if our hypo- 
thetical district in Table 2 had 650 WADA, 700 WADA and 750 WADA during 
the three prior years, its average WADA for the three years would 
be (2,100 divided by 3) or 700 WADA. It has 225 weighted Title I eligi- 
biles for the current year. Thus, using the alternative calculation it 
has (700 + 225) or 925 WADA. This district would not use the alter- 
native calculation of TWADA since its TWADA under the current year 
count is 1,000 rather than 925. 

Districts with high property values per TWADA have a higher Required 
Contribution than districts with low property values. For example. 
Table 3 shows the Required Contribution per TWADA for three hypothetical 
unit school districts. District A with a valuation of $10,000 per 
TWADA is rw quired to contribute $108 per TWADA, whereas District C 
with a val^cstion of $40,000 is required to contribute $432. 
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TABLE a 

CALCULATION OF REQUIRED CONTRIBUTICW PER PUPIL 
(THREE UNIT DISTRICTS) 







Property 
Valuation 
Per Pupil 


Required 
Tax Rate 


Required 
Contribution 
Per Pupil 


District 


A 


$10,000 


.0108 


$108 


District 


B 


20,000 


.0108 


216 


District 


C 


40,000 


.0108 


432 



State Aid 



Now that you have seen haw to determine the Required Contribution, 
you can determine State Aid. State Aid under this program is often 
referred to as Special Equalization Aid. One purpose of Illinois* 
Minimum Foundation Program is to lessen the disparity in the ability 
of districts to raise revenue. Therefore, low wealth districts re- 
ceive more State Aid than higjh wealth districts. Remember, 

State Aid _ acoa Required Contribution 

Per Pupil ^ Per Pupil 

Recall that our elementary District A with ^ valuation of $10,000 
per TWADA has a Reqtilred Contribution of $108 per THADA. Thus, State 
Aid for this district is: 

State Aid 

Per Pupil - $520 - $108 

$412 

You have already seen that the Required Contribution Increases as the 
property valuation per pupil Increases* Table 4 shows the State Aid 
per pupil for the same three unit districts. Districts A receives 
$212 of State Aid per pupil whereas District C receives only $88 per 
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TABLE 4 

CALCULATION OF STATE AID 
(Three Unit Districts) 



District 


Property 
Valuation 
Per Pupil 


Foundation 
Amount 


Required 
Contribution 
Per Pupil 


State Aid 
Per Pupil 


A 


$10,000 


$ 520 


$ 108 


$ 412 


B 


20,000 


520 


216 


304 


C 


40,000 


520 


432 


88 



Figure 1 shows the Required Coatrlbutlon and State Aid as coio* 
ponents of the Foundation Amount for the three unit districts In 
Table 4. 



Note In Figure 1: 

- The property value per pupil Is listed at the bottom of each 
bar. 

- The Foundation Amount Is displayed at the top of each bar. 

- The Required Contribution Is the marlied area at the bottom of 
each bar. 

- State Aid per pupil Is represented by the white area. State Aid 
jiakes up the difference between the Foundation Amount and Re- 
quired Contribution. 
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Figure 1 

STATE AID AND REQUIRED CONTRIBUTION AS COMPONENTS 
OF FOUNDATION AMOUNT 
(Three Unit Districts) 
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Alternative Method for Calculating State Aid 

Under the Foundation formula it is possible for a district to 
raise more than the state guarantee at the required tax rate or to 
have such a high Required Contribution that it receives very little 
State Aid. To alleviate this problem^ the state allows districts to 
calculate aid under an alternative formula and to select the formula 
which results in the highest State Aid per pupil. Districts that receive 
less than $120 per pupil of State Aid under the Minimum Foundation for- 
mula are eligible to use the Alternative Method to calculate State 
Aid. A district's State Aid using the Alternative Method is a per- 
centage of $120, Thus, 

State Alternative District 

Aid Per Pupil Percent ^ ^^^^ 

District Percent 

The district percent is found by dividing a qualifying property 
valuation per pupil by the district's property valuation per pupil, 
llius. 

District ^ Qualifying Property ^ District Property 

Percent Valuation Per Pupil Valuation Per Pupil 

The Qualifying Property Valuation is the per pupil valuation ne- 
cessary to obtain $120 in State Aid under the Minimum Foundation for- 
mula. Table 5 shows these valuations for the different types of districts. 

TABLE 5 

QUALIFYING PRCPERTy VALUATIONS 



Type of District 


Property Valtiation Per TUADA 


Elementary (100 or More WADA) 


$47,619 


(Less di«D 100 WADA) 


44,444 


High School (100 or More WADA) 


47,619 


(Uss than 100 WADA) 


44,444 


Unit 


37,037 
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Districts which have property valuations greater than those displayed 
in Table 5 qualify to calculate State Aid using the alternative Method 
since these districts would receive less than $120 in State Aid. 

The district percent for a liCit district with a property valuation 
of $60,000 per pupil would be ($37,037 divided by $60,000) or .62, Lower 
wealth districts have a higher percentage than high wealth districts. 
Table S shows the calculation of the district percent for three unit 
districts. The percent for District C with a valuation of $60,000 is 
•62, whexaas for District A with a valuation of $40,000 per pupil it is 
.93. 

TABLE 6 

CALCULATION OF DISTRICT PERCENTAGE 
(Three Unit Districts) 



District 


Qualifying Property 
Valuation Per Pupil 


Property Valuation 
Per Pupil 


District 
Percent 
of $120 


A 


$37,037 


$40,000 


.93 


B 


37,037 


50,000 


.74 


C 


37,037 


60,000 


.62 



State Alternative Aid 

Now that you have seen how to determine the District's Percent, 
you can determine State Alternative Aid. Remember, 

State Alternative ^ District g-^n 

Aid Per Pupil " Percent ^ ^ 

Table 7 shows the calcuJutior. of State Alternative Aid for our 
three tinit districts in T.2ble 6. Lower wealth districts r*£ceive a 
larger percentage of $120 as St£;v<? Alternative Aid than high wealth 
districts. District A with a valuation of $40,000 receives .93 per* 
cent of $120 or $111.60 per pupil, whereas District C with a valuation 
of $60,000 receives only .62 percent of $74.40 in State Alternative 
Aid, 
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TAJSLE 7 

CALCULATION 01 STAJE ALtEkP?.:^ iViS 
(Three Unit Distrlr/cs) 



District 



Quali tying 
Property 
Valuation 
Per Pupil 



Property 
Valuation 
Per Pupil 



District 
Percent 
of $120 



State 

Alternative 
Aid Per Pupil 
(Percent x $120) 



A $37,087 $40,000 .93 $111.60 

B 37,037 50,000 .74 88.80 

C 37,037 60,000 .62 74.40 



Eligible districts receive more Alternative Md than they would 
receive in Special Equalization Aid under the Foundation Program. 
Table 8 shows the calculation of Foundation Aid for the three unit 
districts ia Table 7. District A receives $111.60 in State Alter- 
native Aic whereas it would receive only $38 in Special Equalization 
Aid. District B and District C would receive no Special Equalization 
Aid under the Foundation ?rogram, but do receive Alternative Aid. 



TABLE 8 

CALCULATION OF SPECIAL EQUALIZATION AID 
(Three Unit Districts) 



Property Required State 

Valufi^tion Foundation Required Contribution Aid 
District Per Pupil Amount Tax Rate Per Pupil Per Pupil 



A 


$40,000 


$520 


.0108 


$432 


$88.00 


B 


50,000 


520 


.0108 


540 


0.00 


C 


60,000 


520 


.0108 


648 


0.00 
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Aaauu J State Aid Amount 

You have just seen that there are two methods of calculating State 
Aid under the Illinois Foundation Program. In addition to allowing 
districts to calculate aid under two formulas, the plan assures that no 
district will receive less than $48 per pupil In formula aid. This 
floor on State Aid Is referred to as the Flat Grant formula. Districts 
that would recleve less than $48 per pupil using the Alternative 
Method still receive $48 per pupil of state aid. For example » a unit 
district wlt!i a property valuation of $150,000 per pupil would receive 
$30 per pupil of state aid under the Alternative Method: 

Aif Pe^^Pu^r^''^ - ( $37,037/$150,000) x $120 

.25 X $120 
$30 

However, because of the Flat Grant formula, this district will receive 
$48 per pupil. 

Table 9 shovs the property values for each type of district at 
which the use of each formula becomes an advantage, e.g., a district 
will obtain more State Aid par pupil. For example, a unit district 
with a property valuation per pupil less than $37,037 benefits the 
most from ^he Foundation formula; one with a property valuation per 
pupil greater than $92,592 receives the most State Aid per pupil tinder 
the Flat Grant "formula." 

TABLE 9 

RANGER OF PROPERTY VALUATIONS PER PUPIL FOR WHICH DIFFERENT 
FORMULAS ARE ADVANTAGEOUS 



Elementary or High Elementary or High 
School District School District Unit 
State Aid Formula (100 or More WADA) (Less than 100 WADA) District 

Minimum Foundation $47,619 or Less $44,444 or Less $37,037 or Less 

Alternative Method 47,620-$119,047 44,445-$lIl,110 37,038-$92,592 
Flat Grant More than $119,047 More than $111,110 More than $92,592 
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Total State Aid 

Once state aid per pupil is determined, the district's total state 
aid can be calculated » This is the district's state aid per pupil mul- 
tiplied by the district's TKADA. This total amount is increased 25 
percent* Thus, 

Total State ^ State Aid , 
Aid " Per Pupil * ™ADA x 1.25 

As in the Resource Equalizer Aid Program, total state aid distri- 
buted under these programs is subject to a ceiling* It cannot exceed 
a 25 percent Increase in the previous year total prorated state aid. 
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APPENDIX C 

RESOURCE EQUALIZER AID PROGRAM GROWTH 
DISTRICT ENTITLEMENT^ 

You have already seen that the Resource Equalizer Aid Program helps 
districts which are experiencing declining enrollments by providing an 
alternative calculation of pupil. It also compensates districts which 
have Increasing enrollments by providing additional state aid called the 
Growth District Entltlanent . A district that has more WADA during the 
cv-rrent year than In any prior year since the existence of the Resource 
Equalizer Aid Program, Including 1972-73, Is eligible for the Growth 
District Entitlement. In order to determine a district's entitlement, 
a district must first determine if it receives more aid per pupil from: 
(1) Special Equalization Aid, (2) Alternative Method Aid or (3) Flat 
Grant Aid. The calculation of aid is the same as under the Minimum 
Foundation Program explained in Appendix B. However, the pupil count 
used to determine per pupil property valuation is WADA rather than TWADA. 
In addition, the equalized valuation used in the calculation is the 1971 
valuation. 

CI) Special Equalization Aid 

State Special Equalization Aid is the difference between the Foun- 
dation Amount of $520 and the District's Required Contribution: 

State Special 

Equalization Aid «■ $520 - Required Contribution 

A District's Required Contribution for the purposes of Growth Enclcle- 
ment is determined by (1) divide Its 1971 property valuation by its 
current year WADA, and (2) multiplying this property valuation by the 
required tax rate. The required tax rates are the same as those used 
under the Foundation Program. Thus, a unit district with a 1971 pro- 
perty valuation of $40,000,000 and a current year WADA of 1,000 would 
have a per pupil valuation of $40,000 and a Required Contribution of 
•0108 X $40,000 or $432. This district would receive $520 - $432 or 
$88 in Special Equalization Aid. 

^ou should read Appendix B cn the Foundation Program before read- 
ing this Appendix* 
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(2) Alternative Method Aid Formula 

Districts that receive less than $120 in Special Equalization Aid, 
calculate! their state aid by the Alternative Method. Under this method, 
St«L» Aid is the District Percent multiplied by $120: 

State ^ District ^, . _ 

Aid Percent * ^^^^ 

The District Percent is the Qualifying Property Valuation per pupil di- 
vided by the District Property Valuation per pupil. The Qualifying 
Property value is the property valuation per pupil necessary to produce 
$120 per pupil in Special Equalization Aid. For purposes of Growth 
Entitlement, the District Property valuation per pupil is the 1971 
equalized valuation divided by the current year WADA. For a niait dis- 
trict the Qualifying Property value is $37,037. Thus, our unit district 
would have a district percent of $37,037/$40,000 or .93. It would 
receive .93 x $120 or $111.60 in Alternative Aid. This district re- 
ceives more Alternative Aid than Special Equalization Aid. 

(3) Flat Grant 

Under Growth District Entitlement the Flat Grant remains at $48 
per pupil. However, the pupil count 1& WADA rather than TWADA. 

Actual Growth Entitlement 

Once you have calculated a district's aid under each of the c. ee 
formulas and determined the largest per pupil aid amount, it is possi- 
ble to determine a district's actual total growth entitlement. This 
requires several steps. As an example, we will use our hypothetical 
district with 1,000 WADA and which receives $111.60 per WADA of aid 
under the Alternative Method. 

r 

Step 1: Determine its base total grtjwth aid. This is its per 

pupil aid multiplied by the number of WADA in the district. 

$111.60 X 1,000 • $111,600 
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Step 2: Every district's U growth aid Is increased 19 per- 
cent. This is the district's base total growth aid 
multiplied by 119 percent or 1.19 

$111,600 X 1.19 - $132,804 

Step 3: A district's current year total growth aid Is compared 
with that of prior years. Including Its 1972-73 general 
state aid entitlement. A district's total growth aid 
with the 19 percent add-on for the current year (Step 
2) Is subtracted from whichever of the following amounts 
Is the largest: 

1972- 73 Actual General State Aid Entitlement $120,000 

1973- 7^ Growth District Claim Amount $130,000 
1974, 7;: Grjwth District Claim Amount $135,000 
1973-;i Growth District Claim Amount $140,000 

For our example district, its 1975-76 Growth Aid Claim 
Amount, $140,000, was the largest. Its current year 
cl&?jn, $132,804 Is subtracted from this amount to obtain 
it', actual growth district entitlement. This district s 
current entitlement is then ?140,000 - $132,804 or 
$87,196. Its per pupil entitlement is thus ?87,196. 

The Growth District Entitlement can also include a density bom.is. 
This applies to di?;trlct8 with more than 10,000 WADA. The following 
two steps are necessary to calculate the density bonus: 

Step 1: Multiply $520 by the districv a WADA. 

Step 2: Multiple the amount in Step 1 by a density factor ranging 
from 4 percent to 16 percent. Districts with xC,C00 to 
19,999 wADA use 4 percent; districts with 20,000 WADA 
use 12 percent and districts over 200,000 WADA use 16 
percent . 

For example, a district with 25,000 WALa will determine its density 
bonus by first multiplying 25,000 x $520 to obtain $13,000,000. Then 
it will apply its density factor of 8 percent. The density bonus for 
this district is $13,000,000 x .08 or $1,040,000. The bonus per pupil 
Is $1,040,000 divided by 25,000 or $41.60. 

Once the Growth District Entitlement is obtained, it is added to a 
district's Maximum State Aid amount in the determination of the actual 
total state aid the district will receive. 
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APPENDIX D 
SAMPLE PROCEDURE 

The sample used ir. CItapter 2 is a selected sample of approximately 
10 percent of the vealthJiest and 10 percent of the poorest central 
city, suburban, independent and rural unit districts in Illlinois. Dis- 
trict wealth was measured as the 1974 assessed valuation per the 1975-76 
h^et six months average daily attendance (ADA) • Two of the nine 
Illinois central city unit districts are included in th'ij sample; 6 of 
48 suburban unit districts; (i.e. districts outside of a central city 
with more than 50 percent of its population. living in urbanized areas); 
8 of 78 independent unit districts (i.e. ones outside Standard Metro- 
politan Statistical Area (3HSA) with more ^-^^ ^ML^r. ^mt of its popu'^a- 
tion in urbanl2ed areas) and 30 of 311 rur^il unit t!i3tricts (ones that 
may be within or outside of SMSA with less than 50 perc ent of its 
pppulatiosi residing in urbanized areas) . 
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GLOSSARY 



AFDC ; Aid to Families with Dependent Children (Title IV, Social Security 
Act) provides federal assistance to low-Income families. The numbers 
of ouplls, ages 5^17 years. In a school district whose families re- 
ceive this benefit are used to determine the district allocation 
for Title I, Aid to Educationally Deprived Children, of the Elemen- 
tary and Secondary Education Act. 

ASSESSH) VALDATION ; The total value of the real property and corporate 

personal property of a school district, as determined by assessment, 
which provides a basis for levying taxes. 

AVERAGE DAILY ATTENDANCE CADA) ; The e^gregate number of pupil days in 
attendance divided by the nuniber of days in the school session. A 
pupil who attends school for five or more clock hours while school 
is in session constitutes one pupil day of attendance. The compu- 
tation period for the average daily attendance used to determine 
General State Aid is the six months with the highest average daily 
attendance. The determination ^or per capita tuition charge is 
based on the entire regular session. For purposes of certain fund- 
ing f or?).. lias » specified classes of pupils receive an additional 
fracti3'^al weighting, providing a weighted average daily attendance 
(WADA). 

C(»<MON SCHOOL ; A term used interchangeably with "local education agency," 
"local school district,*' and "public school." 

DUAL SCHOOL SYSTBl ; The situation in which a separate elementary district 
(grades pre-K-8) and a high school district (grades 9-12) exist in 
a given geographical area. 

^-^^f^A -yXON LEVEL ; The 1976-77 Strayer-Halg Formula guarantees that a 

.ichool district shall have acctsss to $520 per pupil in the best six 
months* WADA through a c ibinatio-- ->f local revenue, plus the flat 
grant or special equalization aid. The alternate method of coiiq>u- 
tation and the 25 percent add-on factor .v^ncreases the foundation 
level to an amount in excess of $520. The Resource Equalizer Aid 
Formula provides a foundation level of $1,260 per ESEA-Tltle I WADA 
pupil concentrated when the district has an operating tax rate 
equal to or in excess of 1.90 percent, 1.05 percent, or 2.90 per- 
cent for elementary^ high school, and unit districtii, respectively. 

EQUALIZED ASSESSED VALUATION ; The total value of the real property -md 
corporate personal property of a district determined by assessment 
and application of multipliers, which are calculated and assigned 
hy the county board of review and the Illinois Department of Local 
Government Affairs. Theoretically, this system equalizes property 
assessments throughout the State at 33 1/3 percent of fair market 
value of the property. 
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OPERATING TAX RATE; A school district's total tax rate less the tax rate 
tor bond and Interest, rent, spectal educatton construction, voca- 
tional education construction, sunaner school, and capital Ijimrove- 
ments. *^ 

0RSHAN5KY INDEX; Method for updating annually the poverty level used for 
determining ESEA-Tltle I eligibility based on 1970 census data for a 
non-farm family of fou? factored by the Consumer Price Index. 

TAX RATE LPgT; The tax rate limit Is the maximum tax rate that the county 
clerK may extend. The General Assembly authorizes maxlaium tax 
rates without referendum, but districts may increase tax rates, 
within limits, subject to voter approval. A limited number of* 
levies are allowable withe i a tax rate limit. 

TAX RATE ROLLBACK; House Bill 1, 1976, abolished the tax rate rollback 
provision. 

TEACHERS' ORDERS; Teachers' payroll warrants issued by a schnci district 
which may be cashed at a local bank. By agreement between the school 
district and the bank, the district will redeem the orders at some 
future date (with tax receipts) and pay the bank a stipulated 
rate of interest not to exceed eight percent. 

TITLE I ELIGIBLES; Students defined by Title I of the Elementary and 
Secondary Educatic. Act, as amended. These students include 
1) children aged 5 to 17 frosa ffmllies with an annual income 
below the Orshansky poverty level; 2) two-thirds of the children 
aged 5-17 from families receiving funds under Aid to Families 
with Dependent Children (APDC) with an annual income above the 
Orshansky poverty level fee a non-farm family of four; 3) children 
£ged 5 to 17 living in iustitutions for neglected <»r delinquent 
children; and 4) children aged 5 to 17 be^Ti^ supported in foster 
homes with public funds. 

UNIT DISTRICT; A school district that encoapases all grade levels (pre- 
K-12). A term used interchangeably with a 12-grade district. 
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ANSWER KEY 
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Answers to Exercises on Guaranteed Tax Base 

3/100 - .03 

$66,300 X .014 = $928.20 
$43,500 X .025 - $1,087.50 
$120,000 X .00^5 - $1,140 
$120,000 X .00/5 - $900 
$43,500 X .025 - $1,087.50 
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Answers to Exercises on Maximum Guarantee 

1) Maximum Tax = .0190 

2) $66,300 X .0190 = $1,260 

1) Maximuii Tax = .0105 

2) $122,000 X .0105 = $1,260 

1) Maximum Tax = .0290 

2) $43,500 X .0290 ■= $1,260 

Maximum Guarantee = $1,260 
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Aaaweta to Exefclafes on Piatrict tax Base 

1) Weighted High School ADA 
1.25 X 2,500 - 3,125 

2) District WA'.A 

400 + 5,00 V, %125 = 8,525 

$10,000,000/500 - $20,000 
2,400/15,00 = 0.16 

1) 0.16/. 1764 - 0.90 

2) 0.90 X 0.375 - 0.34 

0.34 X 2,400 - 816 
816 + 15,000 - 15,816 
$350,000,000/15,816 » $22,129 
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Answers co Eacarctaea on Local Share 

$30,000 X .016 = $480 

1) $20,000,000/1,000 = $20,000 

2) Maximum Tax «= .0105 

Local Share 

3) $20,000 X .0105 » $210 

1) Tax Base Per Pupil 
$'8,750,000/1,250 - $15,000 

2) Local Share 

$15,000 X .025 " $375 



1) TWADA 

2,000 + 100 - 2,100 

2) $42, 000, 000/2, ICO - $20,000 

3) $20,000 X ,025 - $500 



1> TWADA 

i,500 + 500 » i .,v-^r, 

2) Tax Base Per Pupil 
$46,000,000/2,000 - $23,000 

3) Maxltnum Tax - .0105 

4) Local Share 

$23,000 x .0105 - $241.50 
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Anawera to Exercises on Alternative Calculat. ^ 
of Local Share 

23. <? Current Year Method 

1,100 + 100 - 1,200 

Averaging Method 

1) 1,300 + 1,425 + 1,475 - 4,200 

2) 4,200/3 - 1,400 

3) 1,400 + 100 - 1,1500 

24. a $22,500,000/1,500 - $15,000 

25. c $15,000 X .0155 - $232.50 

26. d Current Year Method 

1,600 + 500 - 2,100 

Averaging Method 

1,500 •+ 500 - 2,000 

27. a $84,000,000/2,100 « $40,000 

28. b $40,00 X .01025 - $410 

29. d 1) Tax Base Per Pupil 

$84,000,000/2,000 » $42,000 

2) Local Share 

$42,000 X .01025 - $430.50 
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An6«era tv Exfetcta^e On State ASA 



$1,150 - $250 m $900 

1) Local Share 

$75,000 X .0102 - $765 

2) State Aid 

$1,224 - $765 - $459 



1) Guaranteed Revenue 
$43,500 X .0290 - $1,260 

2) Local Share 

$35,000 X .0290* - $1,015 

State Aid 

$1,260 - $1,015 - $245 
*l!aa:iim!in Tax Rate for Unit 



1) Guaranteed Revenue 
$66,300 X .014 - $923.20 

2) Tax Base Per Pupil 
$55,500,000/2,500 - $22,200 

3) Local Share 

$22,200 X .014 - $310.80 

4) State Aid 

$928.20 - $310.80 - $617.40 



1) Guaranteed Revenue 
$43,500 X .025 - $1,087.50 

2) Tax Base Per Pupil 
$48,000,000/2,400 - $22,000 

3) Local Share 

$22,000 X .025 - $550 

4) State Aid 

$1,087.50 - $550 - 537.50 

36 
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Answers to Ex6rclses On State Aid (continued) 

1) Guaranteed Revenue 

.0095 X $120,000 » $1,140 

2) Current Year TWADA 
4,000 + 500 » 4,500 

3) Averaging Method TWADA 

4,300 + 3,800 + 3,800 = 11,900 

11,900/3 = 3,966 
3,966 +500 = 4,466 

4) Best TWADA = 4,500 

5) Tax Ban Per Pupil 
$90,000,000 = $20,000 

6) Local Share 

$20,000 X .0095 = $180 

7) State Aid 

$1,140 - $180 = $960 
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Answets to Exercises on Total State Aid 



Total State Aid - Pef Pu^l ^ 



Total Prorated ^ Total ^ Percent of 

State Aid State Aid Proration 

Total Pxorated 
Maximum State Aid = State Aid for x 1,25 

Prior Year 



36, a $840,000 x 1,25 = $1,050,000 



37, a 1) State Aid Per Pupil 

$957 - $550 « $407 

2) Total State Aid 

$407 X 1,500 = $610,500 

3) Maximum State Aid 
$485,000 X 1,25 « $606,250 



38* a 1) Guaranteed Revenue 

$66,300 X ,012 « $795.60 

2> Local Share 

$50,000 X .012 = $600 

3) State Aid Per Pupil 
$795.60 - $600 « $195.60 

4) Total State Aid 

$195.60 X 1,000 = $195,600 

5) Maximum State Aid 
$190,000 X 1.25 = $237,500 
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